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THE UNITED STATES AND SOUTH ASIA

TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 2005

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIA AND THE PACIFIC,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:38 a.m. in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James A. Leach (Chair-
man of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. LEACH. The Committee will come to order.

On behalf of the Subcommittee, I would like to express a warm
welcome to Secretary Rocca and our other panel of distinguished
witnesses. We appreciate your appearance before us this morning
and look forward to an exchange of views.

The hearing today is intended to review United States foreign
policy priorities in South Asia and assess related opportunities and
challenges to American interests. Just a decade ago, the notion
that the U.S. would be deeply engaged with virtually all countries
in the region on a panoply of people-to-people, economic, political
and security concerns would have been deemed extraordinarily un-
likely by America’s foreign policy establishment. Today, however,
America’s increasingly close relationship with the region is not only
accepted as a matter of course but is coupled with a deep-seated
desire in Washington for even warmer societal ties.

There are many reasons for increased American involvement in
South Asia, and I would like to emphasize just one, which are de-
mographic trends. According to U.N. estimates, by 2050, India will
have replaced China as the world’s most populous country with
roughly 1.6 billion people. Astonishingly, Pakistan is projected to
overtake Indonesia as the world’s fourth most populous country
with 305 million, roughly twice the population of Russia. And Ban-
gladesh is anticipated to be the eighth largest at about 245 million.
If accurate, the implications of those projections are profound, not
only for the region and the world economy, but for basic social and
political stability. For these and other reasons, it is important that
America pay increasing attention to the region in the years ahead.

In this regard, the Administration’s strategic intent in South
Asia is clear: It seeks to accelerate the development of a democratic
partnership with India, to maintain a stable and enduring relation-
ship with a moderate Pakistan, and continue to nurture respectful
and mutually productive relations with the other countries in the
region. In my view, the Congress strongly supports these objectives.

While the broad outline of the Administration objectives are
clear, U.S. policy approaches at any given moment will of necessity
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require nuanced judgments. For example, there is virtually no dis-
sent in Washington from the precept that India and the United
States should become natural allies with compelling incentives over
time to cooperate closely on a host of regional and global concerns.
In this regard, the Congress is looking forward to the visit by
Prime Minister Manmohan Singh later next month.

I would be hopeful that the Administration will unambiguously
announce support for Indian permanent membership on the U.N.
Security Council at that time. We recognize, of course, that both
countries have certain divergences of views on issues ranging from
Burma and Iran to the Sudan as well as on aspects of international
trade policy and, of course, the NPT.

With respect to Pakistan, President Musharraf’s support for the
campaign against terrorism is seminally significant. Pakistani poli-
cies may be imperfect, but Pakistan, the United States and the
world are better off with the development of respectful rather than
antagonistic relations between our two countries.

Now, turning to Nepal, it is self-evident that India, the United
States and the United Kingdom must all continue to work together
to urge reconciliation between the King and the political parties in
order to bring the Maoists back to the negotiating table. Unfortu-
nately, however, there are few signs that the King is fully com-
mitted to multiparty democracy. New Delhi, London and Wash-
ington will have to calibrate their approach accordingly.

Elsewhere in the region, the coalition government in Colombo
continues to debate the efficacy of a joint mechanism to provide
tsunami relief to Tamil majority areas of the north and east. Agree-
ment on such an aid mechanism could be an important confidence-
building measure and catalyst for the stalemated peace process.

Turning to Bangladesh, while America continues to seek
strengthened relations with this historically moderate Muslim ma-
jority country, there are troubling signs of growing political vio-
lence and deteriorating governance.

Finally, I would be remiss not to mention the plight of the Bhu-
tanese refugees in Nepal. Tragically and inexcusably, a major hu-
manitarian impasse has developed in which for 14 years some-
where between 70,000 and 100,000 Bhutanese refugees have been
kept idle and lingering in seven camps in eastern Nepal. It is long
past due for the international community to develop a durable solu-
tion to this lamentable circumstance.

Mr. Faleomavaega.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Leach follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JAMES A. LEACH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IoWA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIA AND
THE PACIFIC

On behalf of the Subcommittee, I would like to express a warm welcome to Assist-
ant Secretary Rocca and our other panel of distinguished witnesses. We appreciate
your appearance before us this morning and look forward to an exchange of views.

The hearing today is intended to review United States foreign policy priorities in
South Asia and assess related opportunities and challenges to American interests.

Just a short decade ago, the notion that the U.S. would be deeply engaged with
virtually all countries in the region on a panoply of people-to-people, economic, polit-
ical and security concerns would have been deemed extraordinarily unlikely by
America’s foreign policy establishment. Today, America’s increasingly close relation-
ship with the region is not only accepted as a matter of course but is coupled with
a deep-seated desire in Washington for even warmer societal ties.
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There are many reasons for increased American involvement South Asia. I would
like to emphasize one: demographic trends.

According to United Nations estimates, by 2050 India will have replaced China
as the world’s most populous country with roughly 1.6 billion people. Astonishingly,
Pakistan is projected to overtake Indonesia as the world’s fourth most populous
country with 305 million (or roughly twice the population of Russia) and Bangladesh
is anticipated to be the eighth largest at about 245 million. If accurate, the implica-
tions of those projections are profound, not only for the region and world economy
but for basic social and political stability. For these and other reasons, it is impor-
tant that America pay increasing attention to the region in the years ahead.

In this regard, the Administration’s strategic intent in South Asia is clear. It
seeks to accelerate the development of a democratic partnership with India, main-
tain a stable and enduring relationship with a moderate Pakistan, and continue to
nurture respectful and mutually productive relations with the other countries in the
region. In my view, the Congress strongly supports these objectives.

While the broad outline of Administration objectives are clear, U.S. policy ap-
proaches at any given moment will of necessity require nuanced judgments.

For example, there is virtually no dissent in Washington from the precept that
India and the United States should become natural allies with compelling incentives
over time to cooperate closely on a host of regional and global concerns. In this re-
gard, the Congress is looking forward to the visit by Prime Minister Manmohan
Singh later next month.

I would be hopeful that the Administration will unambiguously announce support
for Indian permanent membership on the UN Security Council at that time. We rec-
ognize, of course, that both countries have certain divergences of view on issues
ranging from Burma and Iran to the Sudan, as well as on aspects of international
trade policy and, of course, the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

With respect to Pakistan, President Musharraf’s support for the campaign against
terrorism is seminally significant. Pakistani policies may be imperfect, but Pakistan,
the U.S., and the world are better off with the development of respectful rather than
antagonistic relations between our two countries.

Turning to Nepal, it is self-evident that India, the U.S. and United Kingdom must
all continue to work together to urge reconciliation between the King and the polit-
ical parties in order bring the Maoists back to the negotiating table. Unfortunately,
however, there are few signs that the King is fully committed to multi-party democ-
rac%/. Delhi, London and Washington will have to calibrate their approach accord-
ingly.

Elsewhere in the region, the coalition government in Colombo continues to debate
the efficacy of a “joint mechanism” to provide tsunami relief to Tamil-majority areas
of the North and East. Agreement on such an aid mechanism could be an important
confidence building measure and catalyst for the stalemated peace process. Turning
to Bangladesh, while America continues to seek strengthened relations with this
historically moderate Muslim-majority country, there are troubling signs of growing
political violence and deteriorating governance.

Finally, I would be remiss not to mention the plight of Bhutanese refugees in
Nepal. Tragically and inexcusably, a major humanitarian impasse has developed in
which for 14 years somewhere between 70,000 and 100,000 Bhutanese refugees
have been kept idle and lingering in seven camps in eastern Nepal. It is long past
due for the international community to develop a durable solution to this lamen-
table circumstance.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank you for
holding this hearing on the United States and South Asia.

This hearing comes only a few days after we marked up the
State Department authorization bill in which we were able to in-
clude language relating to democracy in Pakistan, and this is an
issue I hope we fully address this morning.

President Bush stated in his inaugural address, and I quote:

“It is the policy of the United States to seek and support the
growth of democratic movements and institutions in every na-
tion and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in
our world.”

And I trust his great mission of American diplomacy includes re-
storing the fully functional democracy in Pakistan in which Presi-
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dent Musharraf, as promised, resigns his military commission as
army chief and in which free, fair and transparent elections are
held to reverse Pakistan’s historic trend toward unstable govern-
ance and military interference in democratic institutions.

I am also hopeful, Mr. Chairman, that the Administration will
reconsider its decision to sell F-16s to Pakistan. F-16s are capable
of delivering nuclear weapons, and while Pakistan is an important
partner in the campaign on terror, Pakistan has a history of using
United States weapons platforms against India, as it was the case
in 1965 when Pakistan launched a war against India using F-104s
it had purchased from the United States in 1960.

Pakistan also has a history of nuclear proliferation. Mr. A.Q.
Khan, the popular father of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program,
confessed to selling nuclear technology abroad to North Korea,
Libya and Iran, and President Musharraf pardoned him for it.
While the United States and Pakistan have held talks on installing
new safeguards on Pakistan’s nuclear weapons, to date, Pakistan
will not accept any demand for access to or inspections of its nu-
clear and strategic assets, materials and facilities.

In view of these troubling developments, Mr. Chairman, I am
deeply concerned by the Administration’s decision to sell F-16s to
Pakistan at a time when the United States knows little about Paki-
stan’s nuclear weapons programs or capabilities. I am also con-
cerned that this sale will take place at a time when the United
States has no assurances that these weapons will not be used to
strengthen nondemocratic forces in Pakistan.

As of now, Pakistan seems unable or unwilling to end the
exfiltration of Islamic militants from territory under its control. In-
surgents continue to cross into Afghanistan to attack United
States-led forces, and extremist groups continue to send militants
into India-controlled Kashmir.

While we praise the India-Pakistan peace initiative, I submit,
Mr. Chairman, that it is irresponsible for the United States to sell
F-16s to Pakistan when International Crisis Group,a respected
internationalist group, has noted, and I quote:

“Successive military governments have brought Pakistan to
a point where religious extremism threatens to erode the foun-
dations of the State and society.”

For the record, Mr. Chairman, I also wish to note that Pakistan
will receive about $2.64 billion in direct United States assistance
from fiscal years 2002 to 2005. Almost half of this, which is $1.13
billion, is security related. In other words, Pakistan is not lacking
in United States military assistance, and therefore, it is ludicrous
for the Administration to suggest that we must sell Pakistan F-16s
in order for Pakistan to feel secure and to stabilize the balance of
power between Pakistan and India.

Moreover, I fail to see the logic behind this initiative by the Ad-
ministration, other than to add more fuel to the fire by forcing
India now to rethink its own strategic military needs and come to
a simple conclusion that our Nation is not to be trusted, and India
should depend more on other countries in the region for its own se-
curity. What in the world are we doing here, Mr. Chairman?
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India is the largest democracy in the world, and Pakistan is not
a democracy. Let’s be clear about this. Until and unless Pakistan
makes serious efforts to democratize its system of government, I
believe we ought not to fool ourselves by selling Pakistan F-16
fighters under the guise of fighting terrorism. Again, F—16s are ca-
pable of delivering nuclear weapons, and all Pakistan has to do is
pull the trigger, and we have just created a nuclear nightmare.

While the Administration may tout or proclaim that the Indian
Government supports the sale of F-16s, I say what choice does
India really have? Is this what the people of India want? I know
it is not what the Indian-American community wants, and the
USINPAC has actively opposed the sale. At the same time, the
Government of India says it is all right with the sale, but it is dif-
ficult to stop a sale that the government supports. But I ask: Is the
Government of India okay with the sale because it believes the
United States will include India in its missile defense program?

On the other hand, is the Administration pushing this sale so
that the defense industry can add more profits to its coffers? Before
President Eisenhower left office, he made a strong statement about
the military defense industry profiteering at the expense of men
getting killed in the field of battle. The defense industry is a multi-
billion dollar industry, and I believe the sale of F-16s to Pakistan
is more about corporate America’s needs and less about the war on
terrorism.

One can also make the argument that if we don’t sell our mili-
tary hardware to Pakistan, that perhaps the Europeans or others
may benefit. We have persuaded the Europeans not to sell military
equipment to China, but it is okay for us to sell F-16s to Pakistan.
It doesn’t make sense, Mr. Chairman.

Against this backdrop, the Administration stated that it seeks to
help India become a major world power of the 21st century, and I
am hopeful that Secretary Rocca will clarify and define what this
means. As a natural ally that shares the same democratic values
as the United States, I am hopeful that the Administration will
recognize India as a global strategic partner by including India in
the missile defense program and in the Joint Strike Fighter Pro-
gram, which is scheduled to begin in 2007, which now includes
Australia, Canada, Denmark, England, Italy, Norway, Turkey and
the United States.

I am also hopeful that the Administration will support India’s
bid for a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council.
It is my belief that also China fully supports this effort.

With this, Mr. Chairman, I welcome our witnesses, and I look
forward to their comments and testimony. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Faleomavaega follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM AMERICAN SAMOA

Mr. Chairman:

I thank you for holding this hearing on the United States and South Asia. This
hearing comes only a few days after we marked up the State Department Authoriza-
tion bill in which we were able to include language relating to democracy in Paki-
stan and this is an issue I hope we fully address this morning.

President Bush stated in his Inaugural Address that “it is the policy of the United
States to seek and support the growth of democratic movements and institutions in
every nation and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world”
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and I trust his great mission of American diplomacy includes restoring a fully func-
tional democracy in Pakistan in which President Musharraf, as promised, resigns
his military commission as army chief and in which free, fair and transparent elec-
tions are held to reverse Pakistan’s historic trend toward unstable governance and
military interference in democratic institutions.

I am also hopeful that the Administration will reconsider its decision to sell F—16s
to Pakistan. F-16s are capable of delivering nuclear weapons and, while Pakistan
is an important partner in the campaign on terror, Pakistan has a history of using
U.S. weapons platforms against India as was the case in 1965 when Pakistan
launched a war against India using F-104s it had purchased from the U.S. in 1960.

Pakistan also has a history of nuclear proliferation. A.Q. Khan, the popular father
of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program, confessed to selling nuclear technology
abroad to North Korea, Libya and Iran, and President Musharraf pardoned him for
it. While the U.S. and Pakistan have held talks on installing new safeguards on
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons, to date, Pakistan will not accept any demand for access
to or inspections of its nuclear and strategic assets, materials and facilities.

In view of these troubling developments, I am deeply concerned by the Adminis-
tration’s decision to sell F-16s to Pakistan at a time when the U.S. knows little
about Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program or capabilities. I am also concerned that
this sale will take place at a time when the U.S. has no assurances that these weap-
ons will not be used to strengthen non-democratic forces in Pakistan.

As of now, Pakistan seems unable or unwilling to end the exfiltration of Islamic
militants from territory under its control. Insurgents continue to cross into Afghani-
stan to attack U.S.-led forces and extremist groups continues to send militants into
Indian-controlled Kashmir. While we praise the India-Pakistan peace initiative, I
submit that it is irresponsible for the U.S. to sell F-16s to Pakistan when, as the
respected International Crisis Group has noted, “successive military governments
have brought Pakistan to a point where religious extremism threatens to erode the
foundations of the state and society.”

For the record, I also wish to note that Pakistan will receive about $2.64 billion
in direct U.S. assistance for FY2002-2205. Almost half of this ($1.13 billion) is secu-
rity related. In other words, Pakistan is not lacking in U.S. military assistance and
therefore it ludicrous for the Administration to suggest that we must sell Pakistan
F16s in order for Pakistan to “feel secure” and to stabilize “the balance” of power
between Pakistan and India.

Moreover, I fail to see the logic behind this initiative by the Administration other
than to add more fuel to the fire by forcing India now to rethink its own strategic
and military needs and come to a simple conclusion that our nation is not to be
trusted and India should depend more on other countries in the region for its own
security. What in the world are we doing here?

India is the largest democracy in the world and Pakistan is not a democracy—
let’s be clear about this. Until and unless Pakistan makes serious efforts to democ-
ratize its system of government, I believe we ought not to fool ourselves by selling
Pakistan F-16 fighters under the guise of fighting terrorism. Again, F-16s are capa-
ble of delivering nuclear weapons and all Pakistan has to do is pull the trigger and
we’ve just created a nuclear nightmare.

While the Administration may tout that the Indian government supports the sale
of F-16s, I say what choice does India have? Is this what the people of India want?
I know it is not what the Indian American community wants and USINPAC has
actively opposed the sale. At the same time, the government of India says it is ok
with the sale and it is difficult to stop a sale that the government supports. But
I ask—is the government of India okay with the sale because it believes the U.S.
will include India in its missile defense program or offer India something more?

On the other hand, is the Administration pushing this sale so that the defense
industry can add more profits to its coffers? Before President Eisenhower left office
he made a strong statement about the military defense industry profiteering at the
expense of men getting killed. The defense industry is a multibillion industry and
I believe the sale of F—16s to Pakistan is more about corporate America’s needs and
gess ]slbout the war on terrorism just as President Eisenhower feared it would one

ay be.

One could make the argument that if we don’t sell our military hardware to Paki-
stan then perhaps the Europeans or others might benefit by selling their hardware
to Pakistan. But should this be justification? For now, we've persuaded the Euro-
peans not to sell military equipment to China but at the same we say it is okay
for us to sell F-16s to Pakistan. This doesn’t make sense.

Against this backdrop, the Administration stated that it seeks to “help India be-
come a major world power in the 21st century” and I am hopeful that Assistant Sec-
retary Rocca will clearly define what this means. As a natural ally that shares the
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same democratic values as the United States, I am hopeful that the Administration
will recognize India as a global strategic partner by including India in the Missile
Defense Program and in the Joint Strike Fighter Program which is scheduled to
begin in 2007 and now includes Australia, Canada, Denmark, England, Italy, Nor-
way, Turkey, and the U.S. I am also hopeful that the Administration will support
India’s bid for a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council.

This said, I welcome our witnesses and I look forward to their comments and tes-
timony.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you.

Representative Watson, do you wish to make—Mr. Ackerman, do
you want to make an opening statement?

Mr. ACKERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I thank you for scheduling today’s hearing and for assembling
such a distinguished panel of witnesses.

With regard to India and Pakistan, we have, I think, a tale of
two policies, one new and visionary, and another old and stale.

In the wake of Secretary Rice’s visit to New Delhi, a whole range
of new possibilities has emerged to strengthen and deepen the ties
between India and the United States. Close cooperation and tech-
nology sharing on civilian space launches and nuclear power, as
well as the possible purchase and even co-production of advanced
fighter aircraft, are all things that a few years ago would have
seemed unattainable but are now within reach. It is a measure of
how far we have come that the United States is offering the kinds
of cooperation and technology transfers usually reserved for our
closest allies, and that is the biggest difference.

Our entire strategic frame of reference has changed when it
comes to thinking about India. We no longer see India through the
lens of the Cold War and as an ally of the former Soviet Union.
Instead, we see India as an important actor on the regional stage
and as a nation poised to become a global power.

But in the case of Pakistan, no such vision exists. In Pakistan,
we have reverted to the old Cold War paradigm of supporting any
government, however unsavory, that at the moment supports us.
And we have invested a great deal in a single man who overthrew
his elected government in a coup to ensure that support. But if
there was ever a poster child for the President’s forward strategy
of freedom, Pakistan is it. Yet the President never even mentions
Pakistan when he is talking about nations where democratic re-
form is the necessary antidote to extremism.

One would think that—in a country with a history of sectarian
violence, military domination of politics and support for Kashmiri
terrorists that serve as proxies against India—the United States
would be doing all that we could to encourage the development of
strong democratic political institutions and moderate political par-
ties, but we are not. Every year, the Congress authorizes the Presi-
dent to waive democracy-related sanctions against Pakistan, and
every year, the President finds he must exercise that authority. In
return for our magnanimously setting aside our own laws, Presi-
dent Musharraf altered the Pakistani Constitution, conducted a
lopsided referendum on his own rule, marginalized the secular ci-
vilian political parties, institutionalized the role of the military in
Pakistani politics, and reneged on his promise to the Pakistani peo-
ple and to us that he will resign his military commission.
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For those who argue that we must support Musharraf or we
would wind up with mullahs who have the bomb, I suggest it is a
false choice but that our current policy of acquiescing in the
marginalization of moderate secular political parties could make it
a self-fulfilling prophesy.

One might also think that, in a country with not only a well-doc-
umented inability to control its own most sensitive nuclear tech-
nology but indeed a proactive effort to export it, the United States
might be circumspect about providing Pakistan with our own mili-
tary technology, but that is not the case. The Administration’s an-
nouncement that the United States would license the sale of F-16s
to Pakistan is only the latest in an ever-escalating list of weapons
lists that we seem only too happy to provide to Pakistan.

And what do we get for setting aside our democratic principles,
our concerns about nuclear proliferation, and showering Pakistan
with military hardware? Why, cooperation in the global war on ter-
rorism. But I think we should look closely at that cooperation, Mr.
Chairman, because while Pakistan seems ready to arrest lots of al-
Qaeda operatives, they don’t seem nearly as eager to clamp down
on their own home-grown terrorists. Those Kashmiris and Jihadists
that the Pakistani military and intelligence services are so fond of
using against India seem to operate with impunity.

Yes, some of these organizations have been banned, but they
simply reemerge with the same leadership under different names.
Cooperation in the war on terrorism must mean fighting all terror-
ists, al-Qaeda and Pakistani extremist groups, not just the ones
that they find the most convenient.

In the end, I am left puzzling over what we are trying to achieve
in a relationship with Pakistan. I must conclude that Pakistan has
become a management problem, meaning that this Administration
just needs to keep it together long enough to hand it off to the next
Administration.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I look forward to hearing from
our witnesses.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you.

Yes, Ambassador Watson.

Ms. WATSON. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, for this hear-
ing.

And I welcome Assistant Secretary Rocca as well as any of the
other witnesses that are here today.

I am going to be listening closely to their testimony regarding a
broad range of issues with respect to South Asia, human rights
protections of great interest, economic development, relationships
between India and Pakistan, counternarcotics, terrorism, and the
nuclear issues.

It appears that at the center of the Administration’s South Asia
policy is strengthening its ties to India. Central to our relations
with India are also the issues of preventing nuclear war on the
subcontinent, supporting improved Indo-Pakistan relations, and
building a long-term and stable relationship with Pakistan.

The two countries, India and Pakistan, have been at the edge to-
gether for too long, and we need to have policies directed toward
those two nations that will enhance some kind of negotiation and
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agreement between the two nations. So I look forward to the testi-
mony today and these issues of interest.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you very much.

Mr. Crowley, you are with us this morning, would you care to
make any comments?

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you both to
yourself and Mr. Faleomavaega for holding this hearing today.

I want to thank Under Secretary Rocca for being here today.
Though I am not a Member of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the
Chairman and Ranking Member allowing me to participate in this
important Subcommittee hearing.

Assistant Secretary Rocca, it 1s great to see you once again. Wel-
come home after a trying trip. And we have gotten to know each
other fairly well, given my interest in South Asia, so I appreciate
seeing you again.

I would like to thank the panel of witnesses for testifying before
the Committee, and I am eager to hear your testimony. And I will
keep my remarks short.

I have a strong interest in South Asia, as I mentioned, not just
because I represent one of the largest populations of South Asians
in the country, but because I have always been fascinated by the
subcontinent since I was a young boy. In fact, it goes back to
George Harrison’s—but we don’t have time to go into to that right
now—concert in Bangladesh, 1971, but it is a story for another
time.

Most of my South Asian constituents come from Bangladesh and
India, but I do have sizeable communities from Pakistan and Sri
Lanka as well. South Asia is a region of incredible economic and
strategic importance for the United States and our world, and I be-
lieve it is imperative we continue our strong ties with South Asian
nations and continue to encourage them to remain engaged with
each other through the South Asian Association of Regional Co-
operation, also known as SAARC. It is my understanding that they
have not met as a full group in close to 2 years now. The SAARC
countries need to be a strong unit so they can deal with many of
the problems that exist on the subcontinent today, like terrorism,
human trafficking and poverty, just to name a new.

The media—and I have to admit, many of us in Congress spend
a good amount of time focusing on just two countries in South Asia:
India and Pakistan. India and Pakistan, thankfully, are looking at
a better and better relationship every day, but I believe we must
continue to play an active role on the issues of bringing a sustained
and lasting peace between the two nations.

I also think it is imperative that we hold our ally on the war on
terror, Pakistan, accountable. The United States and the rest of the
world still don’t know the full extent of Pakistan’s national hero,
Dr. A.Q. Khan, and his illegal nuclear black market network. It is
imperative that Pakistan allow Dr. Khan to be interviewed by the
United States or the IAEA to make sure that we know who he sold
and assisted nuclear technology with and to. Nuclear weapons in
the hands of terrorists are the biggest threat I can imagine, and
I urge the Administration to do all it can to find out the full extent
of Dr. Khan’s network.
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While I support the attention both India and Pakistan receive in
the United States, I implore my colleagues and the Administration
to make sure serious efforts are in place to look beyond just India
and Pakistan and South Asia. I know that more attention is being
paid to Bangladesh, and I am appreciative of that, and I would like
to commend this effort. And I would also like to pour some praise
on your Deputy Assistant Secretary Gastright and the Bangladesh
country office, Ms. Rasic, and the rest of your bureau. They have
been incredibly helpful to my office, and have always been ready
to provide briefs on the current situation as it pertains to Ban-
gladesh.

And while I have seen great strides by Bangladesh on the eco-
nomic front, I am concerned about the lack of transparency of all
levels of government. I would like to also know about the status of
the tsunami efforts in South Asia, specifically in Sri Lanka, where
I had the opportunity to visit and see destruction of that wall of
terror and what it left behind.

I hope to address these and other issues affecting the nations of
South Asia with you and the panelists, and look forward to hearing
your testimony.

Once again, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for recognizing
me.

Mr. LEACH. Well, thank you, Mr. Crowley.

I see Mr. Rohrabacher is with us. Would you care to make an
opening statement?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Just very quickly, Mr. Chairman. Thank you
very much.

This part of the world seems to only capture our attention in
times of crisis. And let me echo some of the thoughts of my col-
leagues when I would suggest to the Administration that a full ac-
counting of the activities of Dr. Khan in terms of his nuclear pro-
liferation—I don’t know if I am pronouncing nuclear right or not,
some people tell me the President mispronounces it, but maybe I
mispronounce it, too. I don’t know, but the Administration should
make sure we have a full accounting. We shouldn’t back away from
that. We have not made that demand. It is ridiculous for us not to
make that demand. We are talking about something that casts a
shadow across the safety of hundreds of millions of people. And for
this Administration not to have insisted that if Pakistan is going
to have any type of relationship with us, that this doesn’t—isn’t of
highest priority. The fact is, yes, they are helping us fight the ter-
rorists they created in Afghanistan. That is what it comes down to
in Pakistan. They created the Taliban. And I am glad they are
helping us fight the Taliban, and I am willing to accept friends who
turn around, but Dr. Khan may well have provided technology in-
formation that would put us all at risk, and we can’t put that on
a second tier.

Second of all, this Administration nor any Administration prior
to this Administration that I know of ever has taken the issue of
Kashmir seriously, and that is perhaps because India refuses to
consider the fact that the people of Kashmir have a right to vote
to control their own destiny and has blocked any attempt as man-
dated by the U.N. to have a vote. If we have a vote, we could end
that conflict. But the United States, again, inexplicably has not de-
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manded a vote of those people nor has any democratic solution. So

I would hope this Administration lives by the principles set down

by the President in terms of democracy as our goal. Let’s have a

(I:lﬁlmocratic vote in Kashmir. Let’s take a tough stance with Dr.
an.

And those are my thoughts today, Mr. Chairman. Thank you
very much. Looking forward to hearing the Administration’s re-
sponse.

Mr. LEAcH. Well, thank you, with all that good advice.

Secretary Rocca, we welcome you, and we welcome you as a pro-
fessional who has provided good stewardship with American for-
eign policy. Please, without objection, your full statement will be
placed in the record, you may proceed as you see fit.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CHRISTINA B. ROCCA, AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU OF SOUTH ASIAN AFFAIRS,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Ms. RoccA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will submit much longer testimony for the record, but I will
keep my remarks brief so that we can have the exchange that I
think we both would like to have on this very important issue of
South Asia.

First, let me thank you for holding this hearing today and for in-
viting me here to discuss the United States’ relationship with
South Asia. It is our first opportunity to do so since the start of
the second Bush Administration. It is our first opportunity to re-
view with you what has been accomplished in the past 4 years and
to discuss our goals for the future.

Our main goal is to move forward firmly and irreversibly on the
paths to stability, democracy, moderation and prosperity. The
United States now has a very active and productive relationship
with each country in South Asia. During the second Administra-
tion, President Bush has made clear his intention that we should
continue to build on these already strong relationships and move
them all to the next level. There are significant challenges to over-
come, but the rewards for both South Asia and the United States
definitely make the effort worthwhile.

We are taking a regional approach on some issues, such as im-
proving stability, seeking greater economic strength through great-
er interregional trade and cooperation and stronger democratic in-
stitutions in all South Asian countries. All of South Asia is familiar
with democracy. Most of the countries in the region have some ex-
perience with it. But democratic institutions are seriously chal-
lenged in parts of the region. The U.S. is helping to develop demo-
cratic tools, such as the rule of law, independent media, grassroots
activism, good governance and transparency through which these
nations can address the fundamental problems of extremism, secu-
rity and development. Their success would bolster stability
throughout the region.

Our relationship with each South Asian country stands on its
own, and I will review them briefly. With India, this is a watershed
year with United States-India relations. We are accelerating and
transforming this relationship, which grew briskly over the past 4
years. We are now ready to take it to the next level, as the Sec-
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retary said when she visited there in March, and as Congressman
Ackerman so succinctly pointed out. We have a number of new ini-
tiatives. We are engaging in new strategic dialogue on global issues
and on defense and on expanded advanced technology cooperation.
We are continuing our dialogue in important ways so that we can
jointly address democracy, human rights, trafficking of persons, en-
vironmental protection and sustainable development and coopera-
tion in science and advanced technology.

India and the United States have begun a high level dialogue on
energy to include nuclear safety and civil nuclear issues, and
formed a working group to strengthen cooperation. Our defense re-
lationship is expanding, and we are revitalizing our economic dia-
logue. The United States’ relationship with India and our commit-
ment to develop even deeper political, economic, commercial and se-
curity ties have never been stronger. The U.S. economic dialogue
initiative is focused on enhancing cooperation in four areas: Trade,
finance, commerce and environment. We signed a landmark Open
Skies civil aviation agreement just last April. We are supporting
India as it moves forward in financial, trade, energy, water and ag-
riculture reforms, and are establishing a forum of United States
and Indian chief executive officers to discuss specific and innova-
tive ways that we might be able to improve our economic ties. We
will use our high level dialogues with India to address the dif-
ferences also in trade and investment issues, including tariff and
nontariff barriers, intellectual property protection and various
trade disputes.

With Pakistan, Mr. Chairman, over the past 3 years, Pakistan’s
Government has taken steps necessary to make this country a
frontline ally in the war on terrorism and to set it on the path to
becoming a modern, prosperous and democratic state. There is still
a way to go, as I will lay out here.

Pakistan has supported United States operations in Afghanistan.
They are rooting out al-Qaeda and its terrorist allies in its tribal
areas at the cost of more than 200 of its own soldiers, killing or
capturing hundreds of foreign terrorists and militants. It has also
continued its cooperation in building a stable and democratic Af-
ghanistan and countering nuclear proliferation. Pakistan’s relation-
ship with Afghanistan has improved. Trade between the two coun-
tries has grown dramatically, and they have jointly reaped enor-
mous benefits, with Afghanistan serving as a land bridge between
Central and South Asia and the world beyond.

Pakistan is cooperating with the international community’s ef-
forts to dismantle the A.Q. Khan network, sharing with us infor-
mation from its own investigation, including information received
from Dr. Khan, and we expect this cooperation to continue.

Democracy is another central focus of our relationship. We expect
Pakistan’s 2005 local and 2007 general elections to be free and fair
throughout the entire process. And we believe that democracy, free-
dom and rule of law are the best counters to that hatred, extre-
mism and terrorism. And in that context, I would like to say that
we are dismayed at the treatment being meted out to a courageous
woman, Mukhtaran Bibi, who is herself a victim of a horrendous
crime and is being denied the right to travel and tell her story. Our
Embassy has been in touch with her friends today but has been un-
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able to make contact with her directly so far. We will pursue this
matter during the course of the day. Human rights in Pakistan is,
of course, a critical component to the country’s ultimate success.

Another critical component is Pakistan’s economy, and in the last
4 years, it has moved from crisis to stabilization, and now to sig-
nificant growth. Providing the promise of a better future for Paki-
stanis will be a very import part of the country’s success in over-
coming extremism. Expanding economic relations between the
United States and Pakistan are important to our overall relation-
ship, and we are negotiating a bilateral investment treaty with
Pakistan to strengthen our commercial and economic ties.

The centerpiece of the United States’ commitment to a long-term
relationship with Pakistan is the President’s pledge to work with
Congress to provide Pakistan with $3 billion in military and eco-
nomic assistance from 2005 through 2009. Also, the President has
announced his intention to move forward with the sale of F-16 air-
craft to Pakistan, recognizing its vital cooperation in the war on
terror and sending a clear signal of our determination to stand by
Pakistan for the long haul. This sale will make Pakistan more se-
cure without upsetting the regional military balance, and as a re-
sult, it will be easier for Pakistan to take steps necessary to build
a lasting peace with its neighbors.

On the India-Pakistan front, President Musharraf and Prime
Minister Singh have taken bold steps to push forward with rec-
onciliation between their countries, contributing to overall stability
in the region. We continue to encourage the wide-ranging dialogue
between India and Pakistan to settle the issues that divide them,
including Kashmir. And the agreement to start a bus service across
the Line of Control in Kashmir is a dramatic breakthrough that in-
volved difficult compromises on both sides. It is having a real im-
pact on the lives of average Kashmiris, allowing them to resume
contacts between long separated populations. And we are con-
tinuing to encourage both sides to take advantage of the momen-
tum that has been created by the statesmanship that both country
leaders have shown.

In Sri Lanka and the Maldives: In Sri Lanka, the United States
continues to support Norway’s facilitation of a peace process. The
peace process has stalled due in part to divisions within the Sri
Lanka Government and the absence of trust between the govern-
ment and the LTTE, which continues to use terrorism. The parties
have been negotiating a joint mechanism agreement to regulate the
distribution of tsunami reconstruction aid. We firmly support this
as an opportunity to build trust between the parties and remain
prepared, along with other donors, to help Sri Lanka address ur-
gent post-conflict and reconstruction needs.

We strongly support the reform process in the Maldives as well,
which we hope will open the political process to active party activi-
ties. Like Sri Lanka, the Maldives was also devastated by the tsu-
nami, and the United States has been a major donor of relief in the
Maldives and is committed to help with reconstruction and political
reform.

Democratic Bangladesh is a valued partner in the war on terror
and a leading contributor of troops to the U.N. peace mission
worldwide. Regrettably, political rivalries, failures of governance,
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wide-spread corruption and rising extremism threaten democratic
stability and threaten to drag down economic growth. While Ban-
gladesh faces many challenges, we believe it has the potential to
build a secure, peaceful and prosperous future, and we are sup-
porting those efforts. We engage the Bangladesh Government on a
range of important issues, including democracy and human rights,
fighting corruption and countering extremism.

We are encouraging all parties to fully participate in the par-
liamentary elections scheduled for 2006—2007, and we are empha-
sizing the need for those elections to be free and fair. Bangladesh’s
problems risk increasing the attractiveness of radicalism, and we
caution the government about the dangers that are posed by extre-
mism in their country.

On Nepal and Bhutan: We remain very concerned about Nepal.
The events of February 1st seriously set back Nepal’s democracy
and eroded even further the unity of legitimate political forces in
opposition to Maoist insurgents.

It is essential that the King’s Government fully restore civil lib-
erties and the legitimate political parties join it in addressing the
insurgency and Nepal’s serious developmental problems. An impor-
tant step forward would be the beginning of a dialogue between the
King and political parties to restore multiparty democratic institu-
tions under a constitutional monarchy.

The United States firmly supports Nepal’s efforts to counter the
Maoist insurgency. A Maoist takeover would have profoundly nega-
tive effects, both in Nepal and in the region, and the humanitarian
consequences would be devastating. The Maoists must renounce vi-
olence and engage in the political process to resolve their dif-
ferences. There is no military solution to this problem.

United States assistance to Nepal overwhelmingly focuses on its
profound development needs, and since February 1st, we have con-
tinued our nonlethal security assistance, but our lethal security as-
sistance remains under review.

We applaud and support Bhutan’s process of political reform and
transition to constitutional monarchy, which would lead to im-
provements in civil liberties and government accountability. We
continue to work with Bhutan and Nepal to resolve the plight of
more than a 100,000 refugees from Bhutan who have been in
camps in Nepal for over a decade. We are working closely with the
UNHCR and NGOs to assure the welfare of many resident and
transiting Tibetans in Nepal.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, there have been many positive de-
velopments in South Asia recently, particularly in India and Paki-
stan, which give us reason for optimism. At the same time, there
are areas of real concern, such as Nepal. But I feel confident in
saying that much of South Asia already is fulfilling some of its po-
tential to be a source of stability, moderation and prosperity, al-
though much remains to be done for it to fully realize its promise.
We have every intention to encourage and assist this process wher-
ever we can.

Thank you. And I will be happy to take any questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Rocca follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CHRISTINA B. ROCCA, ASSISTANT
SECRETARY, BUREAU OF SOUTH ASIAN AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to
join you today to discuss the United States relationship with South Asia. This is
our first opportunity since the start of the second Bush Administration to review
what has been accomplished in the past four years and discuss our goals for the
future. We now have an exciting window of opportunity to work with our partners
in South Asia and make truly historic progress. Our goal is to move forward firmly
and irreversibly on paths to stability, democracy, moderation and prosperity.

President Bush came to office in 2001 recognizing the growing importance of
South Asia to the United States. He directed that the United States build stronger
relationships with all of the countries in the region. This has been accomplished;
the United States now has very active and productive relationships with every coun-
try in South Asia. During his second Administration, the President has made clear
his intention that we build on these already strong relationships and move to the
next level. There are significant challenges to overcome, but the rewards—for South
Asia and the United States—definitely make the effort worthwhile.

As we pursue our bilateral goals, our relationship with each South Asian country
stands on its own, and I will review these relationships shortly. We also take a re-
gional approach on some issues, for example seeking to improve stability by encour-
aging states to overcome their differences. Since greater prosperity and economic
interdependence would buttress stability and moderation, we seek strong economic
growth in South Asia through greater intra-regional trade and cooperation in areas
such as energy. We are supportive of the efforts by the SAARC countries to estab-
lish the South Asian Free Trade Area (SAFTA). We are providing assistance to
these efforts through a USAID funded high-level team of researchers who are work-
ing with counterparts in the region to produce a SAFTA study to support the proc-
ess.

Stronger democratic institutions are a central goal for us in South Asia. All South
Asians are familiar with democracy, and most have some degree of experience with
it. But democratic institutions are seriously challenged in parts of the region. The
United States is helping develop democratic tools such as the rule of law, inde-
pendent media, grass roots activism, good governance and transparency through
which these nations can address the fundamental problems of extremism, security,
and development. Their success will bolster stability throughout the region.
Progress in South Asia will have global consequences.

INDIA:

This is a watershed year in U.S.-India relations. Since Secretary Rice’s trip to
New Delhi in March a series of visits by senior officials from both countries, includ-
ing Minister of External Affairs Natwar Singh, have underscored the importance of
our developing stronger ties. Prime Minister Manmohan Singh will be coming to the
United States in July and President Bush has said he hopes to visit India soon. We
are accelerating the transformation of our relationship with India, with a number
of new initiatives. We are engaging in a new strategic dialogue on global issues, and
on defense and expanded advanced technology cooperation. We are continuing our
dialogue on the global issues forum, which includes discussion of how we can jointly
address such issues as democracy, human rights, trafficking in persons, environ-
ment and sustainable development, and science and advanced technology. India and
the United States have begun a high-level dialogue on energy security, to include
nuclear safety, and a working group to strengthen space cooperation. Our defense
relationship is expanding and we are revitalizing our economic dialogue. The United
States relationship with India and our commitment to develop even deeper political,
economic, commercial and security ties have never been stronger.

As Secretary Rice has said, we see India becoming a world power in the 21st cen-
tury, and our dialogue with India now touches on broad issues around the region
and the world. The United States is supportive of India’s growing role as a democ-
racy that is stepping onto the world stage to take on global responsibilities. India
joined the United States as a charter member of the core group of countries formed
to coordinate tsunami relief, and played a prominent role in providing immediate
aid to affected South Asian countries. We are consulting closely with the Indians
on how to help the Nepalese resolve their current political crisis, and India has been
supportive of the peace process in Sri Lanka.

The U.S.-India Economic Dialogue initiative is focused on enhancing cooperation
in four areas: finance, trade, commerce and the environment. The April 2005 signing
of a landmark Open Skies civil aviation agreement shows our shared commitment
to strengthening our economic relationship. We are supporting India as it moves for-
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ward with financial, trade, energy, water, and agriculture reforms designed to sus-
tain and elevate India’s impressive rate of growth and reduce poverty. Reforms in
these areas would allow pursuit of new opportunities with the United States in a
variety of high-tech fields and would allow Indian consumers a greater choice of
goods and services. Additionally, we are establishing a forum of U.S. and Indian
chief executives to discuss specific and innovative ways to improve economic ties.

Building this stronger economic and commercial relationship between the U.S.
and India faces challenges, however. Our exports have increased, but significant tar-
iff and non-tariff barriers that remain are a problem for U.S. businesses interested
in India’s market. We will use our high-level dialogues to address differences in
trade and investment issues. In the area of intellectual property protection, India’s
2005 enactment of a new patent law to provide patent protection for pharma-
ceuticals and biotechnology inventions is a promising advance for both Indian and
U.S. companies. We need to build on this effort so that India’s intellectual property
laws and enforcement efforts against piracy and counterfeiting become world-class,
contributing to further economic development and enhancing consumer choices and
creativity in India. To help accomplish our mutual economic objectives for the In-
dian people we also need to devote our near-term attention to additional trade dis-
putes involving specific companies, such as U.S. investors in the power sector. We
also need to deal with more general “policy” issues, such as Indian government sub-
sidies for fertilizer and LPG and non-transparent standards.

PAKISTAN

Mr. Chairman, over the past three years, Pakistan’s leaders have taken the steps
necessary to make their country a key ally in the war on terrorism and to set it
on the path to becoming a modern, prosperous, democratic state. As a result of for-
ward thinking and acting, Pakistan is now headed in the right direction.

Pakistan has supported U.S. operations in Afghanistan. Pakistan is rooting out
Al-Qaida and its terrorist allies in its tribal areas at the cost of more than 200 of
its own soldiers. It has killed or captured several hundred foreign terrorists and
militants. Pakistani law enforcement is waging a counter-terrorism campaign in
other parts of the country detaining several hundred suspects including Khaled
Sheikh Mohammad, Abu Zubaydah, and recently Abu Faraj al-Libbi.

We are seeing Pakistan’s continued cooperation in building a stable and demo-
cratic Afghanistan and countering nuclear proliferation. In the past year, Pakistan’s
relations with Afghanistan have improved. President Musharraf and President
Karzai are working toward a more cordial personal relationship. Trade between the
two countries continues to grow dramatically, and they can jointly reap enormous
benefit by Afghanistan serving as a land bridge between Central and South Asia
and the world beyond. Pakistan is cooperating with the international community’s
efforts to dismantle the A.Q. Khan network and is sharing with us information from
its own investigation, including information received from Dr. Khan. We expect this
cooperation to continue.

Democratization is another focal point of our relationship. We expect Pakistan’s
2005 local and 2007 general elections to be free and fair throughout the entire proc-
ess. This is a message that we will continue to emphasize, as we believe that democ-
racy, freedom and rule of law are the best counters to hatred, extremism, and ter-
rorism. In the last four years, Pakistan’s economy has moved from crisis to stabiliza-
tion and now to significant growth. Providing the promise of a better future for
Pakistanis will be a very important part in the country’s success in overcoming ex-
tremism. Expanded economic relations between the United States and Pakistan are
important to our overall relationship. We are negotiating a bilateral investment
treaty with Pakistan to strengthen our commercial and economic relationship.

We will continue our efforts to improve intellectual property protection, as a
means of strengthening rule of law, fostering economic progress and attracting for-
eign investment in Pakistan. We are encouraged by the Government of Pakistan’s
raids of and arrests associated with several pirate operations that were adversely
affecting U.S. and Pakistani interests. Pakistan’s commitment to sustaining enforce-
ment and following through with prosecutions against piracy and counterfeiting, as
well as continuing to modernize its IP regime, is important to Pakistan’s develop-
ment objectives, as well our long-term economic relationship.

The centerpiece of the U.S. commitment to a long-term relationship with Pakistan
is the President’s pledge to work with Congress to provide Pakistan with $3 billion
in military and economic assistance from 2005 through 2009. The security assist-
ance will bolster Pakistan’s capabilities to fight the war on terror—including neu-
tralizing Al-Qaida remnants in the tribal areas—as well as meet Pakistan’s legiti-
mate defense needs. Our economic assistance supports Pakistan’s efforts to strike
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at the root causes of extremism by reforming and expanding access to public edu-
cation and health care and by alleviating poverty through development.

We have announced that we intend to move forward with the sale of F—16 fighter
aircraft to Pakistan. This sale sends a clear signal of our determination to stand
by Pakistan for the long haul. The sale meets Pakistan’s legitimate defense needs,
making Pakistan more secure without upsetting the current regional military bal-
ance. As a result, it will be easier for Pakistan to take the steps necessary to build
a lasting peace with all its neighbors.

INDIA-PAKISTAN

President Musharraf and Prime Minister Singh have taken bold steps to push for-
ward with reconciliation between their countries, contributing to overall stability in
the region. We continue to encourage the wide-ranging dialogue between India and
Pakistan to settle the issues that divide them including Kashmir. Indian Foreign
Minister Natwar Singh’s February 15-17 visit to Islamabad resulted in an agree-
ment to start a bus service across the Line of Control in Kashmir. This dramatic
breakthrough involved difficult compromises by both sides. It is having a real im-
pact on the lives of average Kashmiris allowing resumed contacts between long-sep-
arated populations.

Since then India and Pakistan have continued to engage each other at the highest
levels. During President Musharraf’s successful visit to Delhi April 16-18, he and
Prime Minister Singh issued a joint statement concluding that the peace process
was irreversible and agreeing to work on additional transportation links. The two
countries hold regular talks to resolve differences and build confidence. We continue
to encourage both sides to maintain this positive momentum brought about by their
statesmanship.

SRI LANKA AND MALDIVES

Our primary goal in Sri Lanka is to help that country end more than a decade
of bloody conflict between the government and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam
or LTTE. The United States continues to support Norway’s facilitation of a peace
settlement in Sri Lanka. The cease-fire of 2002 is holding, although violence is ongo-
ing and the peace process has stalled. This is due in part to divisions within the
Sri Lankan government and the absence of trust between the government and the
LTTE, which continues to use assassinations and suicide bombers, underscoring
their character as an organization wedded to terrorism and justifying their designa-
tion as a Foreign Terrorist Organization.

Recovery from last December’s tsunami preempted the peace process as the pri-
mary concern of both parties for the past several months. With Norwegian assist-
ance, the parties have been negotiating an agreement to regulate the distribution
of tsunami reconstruction aid. This agreement, a Joint Mechanism, is an oppor-
tunity to build trust between the parties and is therefore an important contribution
to the peace process should it come to fruition. President Kumaratunga has publicly
committed herself to signing the Joint Mechanism, but she faces serious challenges
from members of her government who oppose the mechanism. The United States
firmly supports her plan to sign the Joint Mechanism and remains prepared, along
with other donors, to help Sri Lanka address urgent post-conflict reconstruction
needs. The goal of peaceful reconciliation will need to help guide our post-tsunami
reconstruction assistance.

Like Sri Lanka, the Maldives was also devastated by the tsunami. The United
States has been a major donor of relief in Maldives and is committed to help with
reconstruction. We strongly support the reform process in Maldives that will open
the political process to party activities. We believe that such a process will insure
greater stability and moderation and support for the United States in the global war
on terror.

BANGLADESH

The United States engages the Bangladesh Government on a range of important
issues, including democracy and human rights, fighting corruption and countering
extremism. Democratic Bangladesh, with the fourth largest Muslim population in
the world, stands as a leading contributor of troops to UN peacekeeping missions
worldwide and as a valued partner in the war on terror. Its GDP growth of above
five percent is satisfactory, but could be significantly better. Regrettably, political
rivalries, failures of governance, widespread corruption and rising extremism threat-
en democratic stability and drag down economic growth. Nevertheless, while Ban-
gladesh faces many challenges, we believe it has the potential to build a secure,
peaceful and prosperous future and we are supporting these efforts.
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We have a variety of ongoing activities designed to assist Bangladesh reach that
potential. We have development programs aimed at increasing accountability and
the transparency of Bangladesh’s democratic institutions. We support civil society
advocacy groups such as Transparency International Bangladesh. We are encour-
aging all parties to fully participate in the Parliamentary elections scheduled for
2006—2007 and emphasizing the need for those elections to be free and fair.

Unfortunately, widespread corruption hurts Bangladesh’s potential for foreign di-
rect investment and economic growth. We are pleased that the Bangladesh Govern-
ment established an Anti-Corruption Commission, but this organization needs to
take action. Only action against corrupt individuals will demonstrate that corrup-
tion has no place in the future of Bangladesh.

Bangladesh’s widespread poverty, educational shortcomings, endemic corruption,
porous borders and lack of public faith in elected government risks increasing the
attractiveness of radicalism. Extremist groups operate in the country more openly.
The Government acted against two of them this past February but more must be
done. We have cautioned the Government about the dangers posed to Bangladesh
by extremism. Human rights are also a regular topic for our dialogue with Ban-
gladesh. We commend the Bangladesh government for measures taken to protect
the rights of Ahmadiyas, although much more can and must be done following re-
newed attacks on their places of worship. We have expressed concern about extra-
judicial murders, so-called “cross-fire” killings done by the Rapid Action Battalion.

NEPAL AND BHUTAN

We remain very concerned about Nepal. The Maoist insurgency continues to un-
dermine political stability and prospects for development. On February 1, King
Gyanendra’s dismissal of the government, the curbing of civil liberties and arrests
of hundreds of political activists seriously set back Nepal’s democracy and eroded
even further the unity of legitimate political forces in opposition to the Maoists.
While some of these restrictions have since been rolled back, it is essential that the
King’s government fully restore civil liberties and that the legitimate political par-
ties join it in addressing the insurgency and Nepal’s serious developmental prob-
lems. An important step forward would be the beginning of a dialogue between the
King and political parties to restore multi-party democratic institutions under a con-
stitutional monarchy. Such reconciliation is crucial.

The United States firmly supports Nepal’s efforts to counter the Maoist insur-
gency. A Maoist takeover would have profoundly negative effects both in Nepal and
in the region. The Maoists must renounce violence and engage in a political process
to resolve their grievances. U.S. assistance to Nepal overwhelmingly focuses on its
profound development needs. Since February 1, we have continued our non-lethal
security assistance. Our lethal security assistance remains under review.

Bhutan has embarked on a process of transition to constitutional monarchy and
wide-scale political reforms. We applaud and support this undertaking, which
should lead to improvements in civil liberties and government accountability. We
continue to work with the governments of Bhutan and Nepal to resolve the plight
of the more than 100,000 refugees from Bhutan who have been in camps in Nepal
for a decade. We want both sides to resume discussions as soon as possible to find
a way forward. We also want the Government of Bhutan to begin repatriation of
the eligible refugees soon. In addition, we are working closely with UNHCR and
NGOs to assure the welfare of the many resident and transiting Tibetans in Nepal.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, as you can see, there are many challenges as well as opportunities
for the United States in South Asia. There have been many positive developments
recently, particularly in India and Pakistan, which give us reason for optimism. At
the same time, there are areas of real concern, such as Nepal. But I feel confident
in saying that much of South Asia already is fulfilling some of its great potential
to be a source of stability, moderation and prosperity, although much remains to be
done for it to fully realize its promise. We have every intention to encourage and
assist this process wherever we can.

Thank you, and I would be happy to take questions.

Mr. LEACH. Well, thank you, Madam Secretary.

I would like to just turn for a second to Sri Lanka. When several
of us visited Sri Lanka in the wake of its tsunami, there was a lot
of optimism that the good will of national and international efforts
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dealing with the tsunami could have some impact on the ongoing
civil war. Have you seen any evidence of that?

Ms. Rocca. At the moment, things are deadlocked. The joint
mechanism was the system that was going to allow the parties to
talk on how to distribute aid into the LTTE regions. We had hoped
it would be a good confidence-building measure. At the moment, it
is bogged down in political fights within the Sri Lanka Government
body politic. We continue to encourage and to support the joint
mechanism, and we hope that it will be signed. We are working
with our European and Japanese colleagues to encourage the Presi-
dent to move forward on this, but at the moment, there has been
no progress.

Mr. LEACH. Well, I was impressed when I was there of the U.S.
presence-wise in all regards except one, and that was my sense,
was the U.N. had a substantially better presence in the areas than
the United States did and that our presence in these areas was not
significant at all. Would you comment on that? Is that wise or un-
wise?

Ms. RoccA. We are prohibited by law. The LTTE is a designated
foreign terrorist organization, and we are prohibited by law from
dealing directly with them. We continue to hold out the possibility
that if they renounce terrorism, give up violence and enter the body
politic, then there is the opportunity to talk with them, but at the
moment, there isn’t. So most of the assistance that we are pro-
viding to that region, to that area, goes through NGOs.

Mr. LEACH. Well, when it comes to humanitarian assistance, 1
think there ought to be greater flexibility on the United States’
part. Do you have any recommendations in that regard?

Ms. Rocca. Well, we actually have the possibility of talking to
them at lower levels with respect to just very technical issues—
where assistance should go. The U.N. has really taken the lead. We
have provided a lot of assistance to NGOs in the region, and the
UNDP has been very active up there. They are taking the lead in
that. It seems to be working so far.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have the high-
est respect and admiration for the people of Pakistan and their ef-
forts in trying to reach some level of reform of democratization of
their government.

I recall, years ago, we had a congressional delegation in Paki-
stan, and I had the privilege of meeting then duly-elected President
of Pakistan, his name was Shariff. But when there is a military
coup, which is exactly what happened when General Musharraf
took the power unilaterally from the duly-elected President of Paki-
stan, I think there is a—I have a problem with this, Madam Sec-
retary, and I would appreciate if you can help me. The fact that
this coup took place, they now have a military person, coup, having
absolute power in the Administration to control of Pakistan as a
country. And I wanted to ask you, is this really what the people
of Pakistan want, in your best judgment of the situation? And also,
how many years has Mr. Musharraf now been President of Paki-
stan?

Ms. RoccA. 1 believe he took over in October 1999.
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Let me just say that there is no disagreement between us on the
need for Pakistan to become a fully functioning democracy, and
that is what we are working toward. And in that regard, we are
helping to build up the institutions and make the playing field as
level as possible so that the elections—the grassroots, local elec-
tions that take place this summer, as well as the general elections
that will take place in 2007—are as fair and free as they can be.

We always have a lot of interchange with the political parties in
Pakistan. On my last trip there, just 2 weeks ago, I met with al-
most all of them, as I usually do on almost all the trips.

Democracy remains one of the top priorities in Pakistan, and we
are moving in that direction. And we have had assurances that
they will be fair and free elections in 2007.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. But this is what President Musharraf said
a year ago, that he was going to step down and allow the elections
to go forward, and then all of a sudden, he changed his mind again.

Ms. RoccA. I don’t believe there were general elections sched-
uled, sir.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. What elections were there, then?

Ms. Rocca. He had set a deadline for December 2004 for taking
off the uniform. It was unrelated to elections, I believe.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Then taking off his uniform in 2004. Then
what happened? He reneged on his promise.

Ms. RoccA. We have left that up to the Pakistanis. What we are
looking for is helping Pakistan remain stable and moving toward
free and fair elections in 2007, when the general elections are
scheduled.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I would like to quote your statement here.
It says:

“We intend to move forward with the sale of F-16 fighter air-
craft to Pakistan. This sale sends a clear signal of our deter-
mination to stand by Pakistan for the long haul. This sale
meets Pakistan’s legitimate defense needs, making Pakistan
more secure, without upsetting the current regional military
balance.”

Can you clarify this exactly? What military balance are you refer-
ring to?

Ms. RoccA. Whenever we sell weapons, I think in almost any
part of the world, we look at the regional dynamic and whether it
will negatively affect the regional dynamic and the tensions in the
region. And our analysis is that sale of F-16s to Pakistan will not
do so.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. And India has agreed to this?

Ms. Rocca. We talked to the Indians about it, and the Indians
have expressed themselves publicly, as you note. But we are mov-
ing forward also with the sale of—we have allowed companies to
bid to sell F—16s or F-18s to India. There is a tender out for 126,
which we have allowed U.S. companies to bid on as well.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So the current bidding process that we have
now for the sale of F-16s to Pakistan, what are we talking about?
What is the cost of it?

Ms. RoccA. In terms of the numbers?
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. No. What is the dollar value of the F-16s
we are selling to Pakistan?

Ms. RoccA. I don’t know, sir. I don’t know how this is going to
end up. We are still in negotiations as to how many they want and
what the cost will be, and I think that depends on the numbers.
It dis my understanding that it depends on the numbers that they
order.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So they really have not come to a definite
number that we are going to sell to Pakistan?

Ms. Rocca. Not to my knowledge, not as of when I left this
morning. We are still talking to the Pakistanis about that.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. A number of years ago, and correct me if I
am wrong, Pakistan paid in advance, I think, about $600 million
worth of jet fighters from our own country, but then we reneged on
the deal, and we decided not to deliver the jet fighters, but at the
same time, we kept the money. Can you share with us what we did
with the money that Pakistan paid? And we not only never deliv-
ered the aircraft, but we kept the money.

Ms. RoccA. Actually, we reimbursed Pakistan for about, if mem-
ory serves me correctly—and I will correct this if I am wrong—but
I believe we gave them back about $700 million, and the rest is
paid off in kind in PL 480.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So we find that you did reimburse them
for——

Ms. RoccA. Yes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Okay. I stated earlier that we were able to
persuade the Europeans not to break the moratorium, not to sell
the military hardware to China, yet we are selling the hardware
to another country like Pakistan. Are we giving India a deal just
as much—we are selling F-16s to Pakistan. You say that we are
also selling them to India, about 126?

Ms. Rocca. That was the tender that they put out. I don’t know
if they are going to go with the American fighter. I understand
there are a lot of American companies to compete.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. How much does each F-16 cost? I am not
a mathematician——

Ms. RoccA. I am sorry, I don’t know the number.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Can you provide that for the record?

Ms. Rocca. Yes.

[The information referred to follows:]

WRITTEN RESPONSE RECEIVED FROM THE HONORABLE CHRISTINA B. RocCA TO QUES-
TION ASKED DURING THE HEARING BY THE HONORABLE ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA

The F-16C/D Block 50/52 configuration has an estimated flyaway cost of $40—45
million per plane. It is important to note this is only an estimate since the actual
cost will depend on the various sub-systems and avionics packages included in the
final package. What sub-systems and avionics packages will be included is the topic
of an ongoing inter-agency disclosure dialogue. Once a decision is reached, we will
further discuss this with Congress.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. The bottom line, this is a multibillion dollar
stake here, right?

Ms. RoccA. Right, depending on the numbers.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Concerning Mr. Khan’s nuclear network,
what is the status of Mr. Khan’s nuclear network program that has
happened with the countries that he sold military technology or nu-
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clear technology to, especially North Korea? Isn’t it common knowl-
edge that this has been going on for years, until last year when we
finally came publicly out about this whole idea that Khan was
doing this?

Ms. Rocca. Congressman, this is something that I really can dis-
cuss only in generalities in an open forum, but let me say that we
are absolutely intent, and we are going after the network and pull-
ing it out at all levels and all countries. And we have got a lot of
cooperation from a number of our friends and allies because it was
a global network. A lot of the information that we are using to pull
it up comes from Pakistan. And we have had cooperation from the
Government of Pakistan.

And in that regard, I would also like to say that Pakistan has
recently sent components of centrifuges to the IAEA for testing in
order to help us with the Iran issue.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Madam Secretary, please understand that I
have the highest respect for you and the responsibility that you
bear, so I am not trying to kill the messenger here. I am just trying
to unravel the whole situation in my own mind how we have got
to deal with our relationship with Pakistan.

I know my time is up, Mr. Chairman. I will wait for the second
round.

Thank you, Madam Secretary.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I have to admit that I was under the false impression that the
sale of the F-16s to Pakistan was in response to their payment
years before, that we had held off payment, and so I question the
sale, even under those circumstances. I thought maybe we should
give the money back, but this is even more outrageous, frankly.
What is this Administration thinking about having a country as
poor as Pakistan spending this kind of money on F-16s? Let me
ask you, does the F-16, is this a let’s say viable weapon on the war
on terrorism? I don’t think so. F-16 is how you fight India. It is
not how you fight the terrorists. This is outrageous.

Maybe you can enlighten me on how we can, in good conscience,
permit such a poor country that doesn’t even have a healthcare or
education system for their people to expend money on a blue ribbon
show-off weapon system like the F-16.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. No, I want to hear the answer.

Ms. Rocca. Congressman, let me just quote the Secretary, when
she was talking about the new strategy toward the region. We are
looking at a Pakistan that is greatly different from where it was
3V2 years ago, that has made tremendous strides. Before 9/11, this
was a country that was supporting the Taliban, and look where we
are now. They are the front line in the war on terror. They are sav-
ing American lives every day.

The intent with the F-16s was to essentially signal our—to con-
solidate the relationship that we have built so far and signal to
Pakistan our long-term commitment, in addition to the long-term
commitment assistance that we are providing in all the social sec-
tor areas that you raised.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Are we providing Pakistan with—thus, we
are providing them the aid in those areas that they would be
spending money for education and healthcare, we are just giving
them aid rather than letting them pay for it themselves. And they
can give our people the F-16s——

Ms. RoccA. Our assistance is predicated in—our ESF assistance,
part of it is predicated on what we call shared objectives with Paki-
stan. It is about budget support

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What shared objective do we have with Paki-
stan that will be fulfilled by an F-16? This is not a weapon used
in the war on terrorism.

Ms. RoccA. On the issue of weapons used in the war on terror,
I would be happy to talk to you in another forum.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. All right. Let me just say that this is one of
the most ridiculous decisions that I have heard in recent—the Ad-
ministration received ample criticism for it. By the way, I don’t
think we should sell F-16s to India either. These are both poor
countries. We should be encouraging people in poor countries to
have the weapons only that they absolutely need, and the money
otherwise should be going to building up their economy so they do
have a bright future. F-16s are not going to produce any more
wealth for the people of Pakistan or the people of India so that
their people live any better.

About Pakistan, again, I am sure you are aware of the fact that
a plane that left from Pakistan landed in China, and it was filled
with components for building nuclear weapons, and then was per-
mitted by China to go on to North Korea. You know this incident?

Ms. RoccA. This is the kind of thing that I can only discuss in
another forum, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, it is already in the newspaper. I don’t
know why people in the Administration can’t discuss things that
are in the newspaper.

Ms. RoccA. I can’t confirm or deny what is in the newspaper.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me just note that this seems to be an ac-
curate report. I just want to know if this is a—if this is true, how
can we possibly suggest that Pakistan is helping in any way in
nonproliferation, especially when they won’t even let us talk to Dr.
Khan? Now we haven’t spoken directly to Dr. Khan. Is that cor-
rect?

Ms. RoccA. T would be happy to talk to you in another forum,
sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. All right. Let me note then, also, that the
fact that this plane was permitted—with full Chinese knowledge—
to fly on to North Korea with what they needed to build their nu-
clear weapons. I think it says something about Pakistan, but it also
says something about China. And I would hope that the Adminis-
tration does not put all of its eggs in the let’s-get-China-to-help-us-
with-North-Korea basket when there is every indication that the
Chinese were involved in helping the North Koreans, through the
Pakistanis, develop those nuclear weapons.

Ms. RoccA. Congressman, can I just say one thing that I can say
in an open forum? And that is that we believe that we are getting
what we need from Pakistan to dismantle this network.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, I would hope so because they are the
ones who created the network. We are talking about an alliance be-
tween China and Pakistan that has done more to put the world at
risk of nuclear incineration than any other cooperative agreement
between countries that I can imagine in my lifetime. And this
shouldn’t be, again, put on the second tier of consideration. And
whoop-de-do, I mean, I am very happy that the Pakistanis are now
cooperating with us again to help us to defeat the enemy that they
created in Afghanistan.

And look, I am not pro-India or pro-Pakistan, but I am pro-truth.
And the Indians should be ashamed by what they are doing in
Kashmir by not allowing those people to vote, but the Pakistanis
have a lot to account for, even though they were on our side during
the Cold War. And with that, I would be happy to yield to Mr.
Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I thank the gentleman for his concern about
the sale of F-16s to Pakistan or to India for that matter.

One of the distinctive features of the F-16 fighter is that it is ca-
pable of carrying nuclear weapons, and that is all there is that
needs to be said as far as I can see, that we are actually adding
fuel to the fire in this respect. And I thank the gentleman for al-
lowing me

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much.

Mr. LEACH. Ambassador Watson.

Ms. WATSON. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman.

My line of questioning goes along with representative
Rohrabacher’s line of questioning, too. I have heard your responses,
and I am sensitive to the way you responded.

I would like to lay out some questions, and I would hope the
Chairman would ask for a classified session so that we can get
some answers and have a better perspective about what is going
on.
The foreign policy——

Mr. LEACH. If the gentlelady would yield for a second. The Ad-
ministration agreed to a classified briefing last week, but they lim-
ited the number that can participate, however. I apologize for that.

Ms. WATSON. Very good. So I will just throw out the ques-
tions

Mr. ACKERMAN. Would the gentlelady——

Ms. WATSON. I will yield.

Mr. ACKERMAN. I just need a clarification. They agreed to a brief-
ing that was a limited number; does that mean the briefing was
held, or they have agreed to a prospective briefing?

Mr. LEACH. The briefing was held, and they agreed to the Chair-
man and the Ranking Member on the Full Committee and the Sub-
committees.

Mr. ACKERMAN. I want to join the gentlelady’s request, that we
schedule a meeting to get a briefing. Secretary Rocca generously
agreed that she would talk to us in a different forum. If they—we
can’t have——

Mr. LEACH. I think that would be very appropriate.

Ms. WATSON. Reclaiming my time.

Mr. Chairman, from that remark that you just made, it appears
to me—and the questions that were asked by Representative
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Faleomavaega, apparently in that briefing, they didn’t get answers
to these specific questions. So I then join with my colleague asking
for an opportunity for us to be informed, and then we can stop rais-
ing these issues.

But for the life of me, I cannot understand the sale of F-16s to
Pakistan when we are talking about trying to get the two coun-
tries—India and Pakistan—in their ongoing war over Kashmir to
come together. We are saying we don’t want to do anything aggres-
sively, but here are our weapons. I don’t understand that way of
thinking. There is something we don’t know, and I hope that we
will be better informed in another forum.

But what role are we playing? You know, these are weapons of
war. As it was said, nuclear bombs can be carried. Are we trying
to get to the kind of clash where they would use these weapons
that we are selling them?

And I join Representative Rohrabacher again—in a country so
poor, India is growing in its wealth, but not enough. We are allow-
ing American companies to start selling their equipment to these
very, very poor countries. And if we are giving them aid in the so-
cial areas, does it make sense that we allow them to use great
amounts of their revenues to buy these machines of war? I don’t
get it. If we're giving them aid. So that is something I would like
to have explained in another forum. You don’t even have to re-
spond, you don’t need to nod your head.

But I think you hear me. And then there are reports that A.Q.
Khan’s network is still operating. We would like to know if that is
true, and if you can’t speak in this forum then maybe you can in-
form us. And then we also have learned, or it has been reported,
that network has provided Libya and North Korea and Iran with
nuclear secrets. We need to know something about that. We need
to know how our efforts toward them, Pakistan in particular, fit in
with the war against terrorism. Now that is something I think has
an explanation in the other forum, too.

So with those questions thrown at you, I can take my response
in a different forum or you can respond to the length that you have
authority.

Ms. RoccA. T can respond to—the only issue that we could talk
about in another forum is the nuts and bolts of any A.Q. Khan
issues. Let me just say, once again, what I said to Mr. Rohrabacher
is that we are getting what we need from the Government of Paki-
stan to uproot that network, and we are able to do it because of
the information we are being provided by the Government of Paki-
stan. And we feel that we are getting all the cooperation we need
to move forward and to pull it out root and branch and to make
sure that it is not ever reconstituted anywhere in the world, wheth-
er it be Pakistan or anywhere else. I can assure you this is a top
priority for this Administration.

On the issue of-
. Ms. WATSON. Let me ask you then, how does the sale of F-16s
it into——

Ms. RoccaA. I was just about to talk about the F-16s. First of all,
I think there is no doubt that all countries are going to meet their
defense needs. And with respect to Pakistan, well with respect to
India as well, countries have their defense needs and they are
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going to supply them. We have a relationship with India which is
growing and broadening and reaching a whole new level and a
whole new dynamic that has not, that didn’t exist before. We want
to move forward with them not only with respect to weapons sup-
ply but also to co-production.

This is a big step, and it is one that we do reserve for our close
allies, and that is how we are thinking with respect to India and
where we go from here with India. This is becoming an ever closer
relationship.

With respect to Pakistan, this is a separate issue. Pakistan does
have its defense needs and we are also—as I said to Congressman
Rohrabacher—looking at where Pakistan was in the past, we are
looking at it first to consolidate the tremendous strides that have
been made over the last 3%2—4 years and to move forward in the
future. Pakistan has defense needs. We also at the same time are
helping Pakistan feel more stable—and a Pakistan that feels stable
is a Pakistan that is better for stability in the region overall. Let
me also say that this is a long-term commitment to Pakistan. This
is a part of the world where you will see ever-increasing U.S. focus
and interest.

Let me just quickly say on the——

Ms. WATSON. Let me interrupt you because my time will be up.
But I am sitting here very frustrated because I am not a person
who thinks that peace comes at the end of a barrel, and we are ad-
dressing their defense needs more than we are addressing their so-
cial needs. When you talk about defending a land, you have got to
see that its people have what they need in order to be able to de-
fend their land. So for fiduciary reasons we are going to sell arms
to one country and hope they don’t use it against the other country,
and the other country is gathering arms, so what are we doing? We
are adding to the aggressive behavior rather than addressing the
social needs that has top priorities.

So I need far more explanation on the thinking that goes into our
foreign policy when it comes to these two nations because I am not
getting it. So you don’t even need to respond and can wait until
that forum.

Ms. RoccA. May I just on one issue?

Mr. LEACH. Briefly, please.

Ms. RoccA. Just on the war on—I want to say with respect to
the role that Pakistan is playing in the war on terror, I think that
the general public, American people need to know that on a daily
basis Pakistan is saving American lives.

Mr. LEACH. Chairman Burton.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
you convening this meeting. I remember years ago before many of
my colleagues were here, we had a contractual agreement with
Pakistan to sell them 28 F-16s and the Senate passed what was
called the Pressler Amendment, which stopped that sale even
though the Pakistani Government had already paid $750 million
for those planes. We held that money for years and years before we
finally refunded it.

So, you know, this has been an ongoing issue with Pakistan. I
have been in the past very critical of India because of the problems
in Kashmir and Punjab up in the corner of India, in-between Paki-
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stan and India, and that has been a problem that has been going
on since the late 1940s, and a lot of people have died and there
have been a lot of problems. But India and Pakistan have now
started to talk. I think that is great, and I think that they have
got this peace bus that has gone back and forth across the border
that is a giant step in the right direction. And hopefully they are
going to be able to resolve the Kashmir issue, and the repression
that we have seen in the past by Indian-occupying troops up there
is going to recede and you are going to see a move toward real
peaceful negotiations. And I think all of that is great.

Now regarding the F-16s and the defense needs of each country,
it ill behooves the United States to try to tell the rest of the world
what to do about their defense needs. We ought to do everything
we can, in my opinion, to help those countries sit down and talk
about peaceful negotiations and a way out of the potential for war.

But at the same time, how in the world can we start telling every
country in the world how to defend their country, how to prepare
for war? In addition to that, if Pakistan and India, both of which
have nuclear weaponry, want to use a first strike capability they
have it right now. They have got short range ability. They have got
planes that can carry nuclear weapons. They don’t need F-16s to
do that. But they are going to buy these planes from somebody.
They are either going to buy them from the United States, from
France, from Russia. They are going to buy them from somebody.
There is nuclear, military equipment able to be purchased any-
place, and they both want these weapon systems. They are talking.
They are talking peace. They are trying to work it out, and I see
no reason why if they feel that is in their interest as far as defense
is concerned, that we don’t work with them to provide for that.

You know, prior to World War II, after World War I, a lot of peo-
ple don’t remember this, and I wasn’t there myself I am a lot
younger than that, but the world decided the best way to make
sure that there was never going to be any more conflict was to dis-
arm. And we started seeing ships being sunk, planes being taken
apart, tanks being disassembled because they said if there is no
weapons there won’t be any war.

And what happened was we had—Adolph Hitler was supposed to
only have 100,000 people in his military, prepare 100,000 cadre. He
violated the Treaty of Versailles. He started buying airplane en-
gines from Rolls Royce in England to build his Luftwaffe and built
the most horrible war machine in the world while the rest of the
world was disarming. There is a certain amount of defense capa-
bility that is necessary for each country and we shouldn’t be trying
to dictate to them, as they should not be dictating to us, how we
prepare for the potential of war. We need to make sure we are
strong, they need to make sure they are strong as a deterrent to
war and as they move toward peace.

Obviously I would like to see no weapons in the world. I would
like to see no nuclear weapons, I would like to see a return of the
good Lord so that there is an era of peace for all of us. But that
is not going to happen. That is not going to happen, but we need
to make sure we work with these countries to make sure there is
peace, but at the same time working with them to make sure they
meet their defense capability in a fair and equitable way.
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So I don’t agree with my colleagues although I have very high
respect and regard for them, a very high regard for them and their
opinions, but I don’t agree with that evaluation. Those weapons
systems are going to be purchased. They are going to be purchased
from France or Russia, MiGs, or some other part of the world, and
F-16 is a fine plane. We have superior aircraft to that now. But
as long as they are negotiating in a peaceful way right now and
they both want these systems, I don’t see any reason why we
shouldn’t work with them to make sure their defense needs are
met while at the same time work very hard to get them to sit down
at the conference table and work on their differences on Kashmir
and Punjab so that this era of peace begins and survives for a long
time.

Weakness—let me end by saying this, Mr. Chairman. Weakness
always encourages bullies in a schoolyard or the world theater. If
a bully thinks he can push somebody around, he is going to do it.
I experienced it as a boy, people experience it in the world theater,
and the biggest deterrent to bullies is to be prepared and strong
enough so they won’t push you around. And that is why I think an
adequate defense capability is necessary and I think each indi-
vidual country has to make that decision on their own. And we can
mediate and we can talk about it but we have to let them make
those decisions.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you. Mr. Ackerman, did you have any per-
sonal experiences?

Mr. ACKERMAN. Well, let me say that some of us are not waiting
for the reappearance of the Lord, but we are waiting for him to
make his premier appearance. But we won’t quibble about that. At
the right time we will have that all resolved and straightened out.

Mr. BURTON. You know we are both there.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Amen.

Already there are larger issues here and one of them, I think the
gentleman is right, what is going on now is nations are preparing
for war. That is what you do when you start buying and acquiring
and building arms.

I don’t think we should be helping nations prepare for war. I
think we should be helping them prepare more for peace, and you
indicated that in getting the parties together in talking.

But what we are doing is really something else. It is like the old
snake oil salesman and we turn to Pakistan and we say, “Hurry,
hurry, hurry, tell you what I am going to do. You say you are not
satisfied, you say you want more for your cooperation, here are
some F-16s.” And, you know, you cut that deal and then you turn
to India and say, “Hurry, hurry, hurry, you are not getting much
for your cooperation and love, we are going to kick this relationship
to a higher level.” This is called an arms race when you are doing
this with military equipment, and I think there is too much of that.
And if the room is really awash in gasoline, we shouldn’t be trying
to help both of the guys locked in that room acquire matches no
matter how nicely they are talking to each other for the moment.
Something bad is going to happen.

We have one country that is a democracy—long term, proven, in-
stitutionally deep rooted, democratic institution. You don’t have to
get a guess as to which of the two countries we are talking about.
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We know that if there was an overnight change in the President
of the United States or the Prime Minister of England or the Prime
Minister of India, we know where they would stand philosophically,
we know whoever the next leader would be, how he would view his
people, or her people, and the rest of the world.

There is no such thing with Pakistan. There is nobody who can
argue that Pakistan is a democracy, that there are deep-seated
democratic institutions. The leaders of Pakistan have come to office
in coups and assassinations and strange killings as often as they
have through elections. That General Musharraf came to power in
one such deal is just a matter of the historic record, and I am not
sure how long he has been the President of Pakistan, which was
a tactical question that was asked.

In 1999, after overthrowing the Prime Minister, he became the
CEO. I have his business card. He gave me his business card. It
has his name and says CEO of Pakistan. When he had to make a
state visit to India, he had to be a head of state, not a CEO. He
give himself a title of President. I don’t have his new business card,
I am afraid. So he declared himself President in 2001 and actually
forced the Supreme Court to declare an election in which he was
elected without opposition in 2002. So what year he became Presi-
dent, I don’t know, but certainly with no respect for democratic in-
stitutions. Dismissing the legislature, replacing the court, getting
only his people, this is not leading by example.

If our concern about disrupting the Musharraf regime because he
is cooperating with us on the war on terrorism, I mean this man
has a pretty firm grip on the country, it would seem. He is the
head of the government. He is the head of the military, he can re-
place the court and parliament at will. He is going to be there. And
if we don’t want to question A.Q. Khan because it would threaten
the stability of his government, then he has a pretty weak grasp
on that government. And if we think that just questioning A.Q.
Kahn would cause Musharraf to lose his popularity and his ability
to rule, I guess the question is, who is going to replace him? Who
is going to have the keys and the codes to those F-16s? Who is
going to control both the nuclear weapons that they do have and
gosh knows what they are developing. I guess there are indications,
somebody has told us something, or told someone something that
has now told us. If we are not talking to A. Q. Khan, we are play-
ing telephone. If we are asking questions and getting answers that
somebody asked of somebody else and relaying it back to us, we
don’t know what the truth is.

We have not gotten cooperation on the Subcommittees or the Full
Committee except for the selected leadership. And I am glad the
Chairman has said that he would assist us in getting a briefing for
all of the Members so that we know what is going on, because we
should know, I think, if we are helping to decide policy—at least
what is in the newspapers and whether or not the stuff in the
newspapers are true, and we should hear it from our Administra-
tion. If the Administration wants us to be helpful, then we have
to know what we are doing and what we are talking about.

I don’t know, and I agree with Mr. Rohrabacher, what F-16s
have to do with the war on terror. I mean, I don’t know that al-
Qaeda has submarines. This would be something new. I don’t know
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that they have tanks. This would be something new. I do know, as
was pointed out, that there seems to be some traffic between Paki-
stan and India. I do know that the real threat to India, Pakistan
comes in second and China probably comes in first.

When you have that lethal combination of Pakistan and India ex-
changing gosh knows what, India is stuck in the middle and I am
concerned about that because if you have to pick a democracy upon
which we can rely and deal in this region, it is simply India out
of that trio. I think we put India in a very dangerous position and
I think that is not good for American foreign policy long-term.

Short term to befriend Musharraf, fine, but why give him a buy
and a pass on democracy? Why aren’t we insisting, in the strongest
possible terms, that he do the kind of things that we urge other
countries to do? Maybe you would like to respond in general.

Ms. RoccA. Congressman, there is no disagreement—as I said
earlier, there is no disagreement on the need for Pakistan to be-
come a fully functioning democracy, and that is where our program
is, that is one of our top priorities with Pakistan as part of our
commitment.

Mr. ACKERMAN. How are we doing on that? I haven’t seen any-
thing in the paper.

Ms. RoccA. With what specifically?

Mr. ACKERMAN. In getting Pakistan to be democratic.

Ms. RoccA. There are elections coming up this year, local elec-
tions and there will be general elections in 2007.

Mr. ACKERMAN. General elections meaning they have to elect the
General?

Ms. RoccA. What we are doing is we are working to strengthen
those very institutions that you talked about as being so weak.
](Olurrently this is not a country that has had a strong institution

ut

Mr. ACKERMAN. What we are seeing, what the world is seeing
and the American public is seeing and the Congress is seeing is
that we are strengthening the military. I know, we should—if we
are leaders in the world and we are a superpower, instead of start-
ing an arms race, why not start a race to eradicate poverty there?
Why don’t we have both countries vying for more and more tech-
nology? Why don’t we have a book race and have them look for the
best books and literature and how to do it stuff, and they got more
than we do, so let’s get them some—you know, those are the things
we should be doing. We are not seeing any result of what you are
talking about, if indeed we are pushing the democracy buttons.

Ms. RoccA. We certainly are and first let me say I don’t think
all these things are mutually exclusive. We are providing a lot of
assistance and we are also working in Pakistan in education, but
we are also working for the improvement of Pakistan to ensure
that its social indicators go up and that the assistance, the social,
the welfare,

the——

Mr. ACKERMAN. Social services.

Ms. RoccA. Social services. Thank you. There is another term of
art which is escaping me, thank you, excuse me, increases, and for
example, we have seen progress in this. And I thank you for giving
me the opportunity to mention some of it.
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We have seen a doubling on the part of Pakistan in its education
budget. It is up over $2 billion this year. It is up to almost 3 per-
cent of GDP, which is a big increase. Its increase in

Mr. ACKERMAN. Are these regular schools or

Ms. RoccaA. These are regular schools and the United States as-
sistance is helping to buttress the efforts being made by the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan specifically in education and in the social sec-
tor as a whole. The numbers have gone up. In the budget, the re-
cent budget that was just released, the numbers on social sector
spending have gone up and our stance is helping to buttress that
and we have got a lot of efforts underway in all parts of the coun-
try. And when we talk about creating a moderate, prosperous, suc-
cessful Pakistan, we are talking about also getting at the root,
some of the root causes of the extremism that exists there, and
education is a critical point and it is an area where we have put
a lot of our emphasis. We are also doing it in the parts of the coun-
try where the Government of Pakistan is trying to bring under con-
trol in order to help fight the war on terror, which is the Federally
Administered Tribal Areas. We are providing assistance to help
build roads, to build schools and essentially to improve the social
sector there as well, so there is something to fill in as the govern-
ment moves in and chases out the bad guys, that there is some
hope and development for those people who have not traditionally
been under Government of Pakistan authority. They have been
under a tribal authority.

So it is a work in progress. It is not something you are going to
see overnight, but it is something we are working on steadily and,
in fact, that is where the bulk of our effort is going.

Mr. ACKERMAN. I thank the Chairman for his generous allocation
of time.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you, sir. Mr. Crowley, do you have any ques-
tions?

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I won’t take much
time. Firstly, Ms. Rocca, I thank you again for your testimony and
I appreciate your efforts. I understand you were just in the region
and there was a bombing that took place in Pakistan as well, is
that correct?

Ms. RoccA. Yes, sectarian violence.

Mr. CROWLEY. And we are glad you are back safe and sound. I
want to thank you on behalf of myself and staff, for your staff, Mr.
Grastright and Ms. Rozick, for the briefings we have received, as
you mentioned the forum on Bangladesh, my continued interest in
Bangladesh and its development.

I am wondering if you could, having just been in the region, give
us a sense of what your feeling is. And by the way, I heard that
Ambassador Thomas will be leaving that post, is that correct?

Ms. RoccA. Yes.

Mr. CROWLEY. I am disappointed to hear that. He has done a
great job as an Ambassador. From one queen’s eye to another, we
are sorry to see him go.

What is your sense that Congress could be doing to help Ban-
gladesh and the parties that are there maintain the democracy that
they have right now?
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Ms. RoccA. 1 think the number one thing, Congressman, is at-
tention and continued followup. I think attention such as you pro-
vide them is very important. There is a very great need in Ban-
gladesh for the message to get through on the importance of both
maintaining the viable democracy that they have, which right now
is gridlocked, but also dealing with the governance problems which
are essentially undermining the potential for the entire country. I
think this is something which is critical and voices from Congress
are very important in this regard.

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, I would just inform my colleagues on
this Subcommittee as well as the overall Committee and Members
in general, too, I think when they are in India or Pakistan, or will
be there, that they take the opportunities to go there, too.

I am not going to go over the A.Q. Khan any more than my col-
leagues have gone over already. I think if the American people had
a greater understanding of the extent of the network and why we
find ourselves in the mess that we are in today as pertains to Iran
and North Korea, and really had a deeper understanding—we as
Members of the Committee are looking forward to a briefing and
debriefing of a classified nature so that I have a better under-
standing, myself, to the extent that our Government understands
what Dr. Kahn has done—I think I am going, they are going to be
terribly disappointed not just in this Administration but in prior
Administrations as well. This is not just placing the blame here
with this Administration’s doorstep, but for an individual to be
held as a national hero when he has caused so much damage inter-
nationally and around the world, I think, is wrong.

Just moving on from that spectrum, I just want to make a com-
ment about the F-16 sale, and again, I would agree with maybe my
colleagues. I don’t understand what the sale of F-16s to Pakistan
will do to the war on terror, how it will be helpful, but I think more
important is the message it sends to the developing world. I have
talked with other countries like Bangladesh and other countries
that may be susceptible to fundamentalism, et cetera, and the need
for attention, as you just said before, the United States and Mem-
bers of Congress to pay to countries like that. I wonder what the
message is that we are sending to countries when they feel ne-
glected, when they feel as though we are not giving them enough
attention, that we are not helping them in other ways—whether it
is through democracy building or human rights, et cetera, that we
are willing to make these types of agreements, that if they want
attention, if they want to build their military arsenal, that maybe
countries would develop more, problems that they would have to
then address in conjunction with the United States and develop
those types of relationships.

Maybe just comment on that as well.

Ms. RoccA. Well, let me just bring you back to the region, and
once again I want to say that I don’t believe that providing assist-
ance, military defense assistance to a country is mutually exclusive
from providing assistance in the areas that we are specifically in
Pakistan prom——

Mr. CROWLEY. These are countries not on par with the United
States in terms of the level of development.
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Ms. RoccA. No, but what we want to do, especially in Pakistan
since you raised Pakistan, what we are trying to do in Pakistan is
to create an environment to help Pakistan move in a direction so
that it remains stable, so that it is moderate, and so that ulti-
mately it is prosperous. And as such, the assistance that we are
providing, yes, we are providing military assistance and I men-
tioned why we have gone ahead and taken the step with the F—16s.

Mr. CROWLEY. What type of F-16s are we talking about? Do we
know yet the level of sophistication?

Ms. RoccA. C and D, C block.

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Ms. Rocca.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you, and let me tell my colleagues we have
got a vote, possibly two, but I think perhaps just one. We have an-
other panel to follow, and so I think it would be appropriate to dis-
miss Ms. Rocca at this time with our appreciation and thanks for
a thoughtful presentation.

Ms. RoccA. That you very much. Thank you.

Mr. LEACH. At this point, why don’t we empanel the second
panel, and then we will adjourn for a vote.

Our second panel consists of Dr. Ashley J. Tellis, who is a Senior
Associate for Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Dr.
Cohen, who is Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy Studies at Brookings
Institution; and Mr. Dana Robert Dillon, who is a Senior Policy An-
alyst at The Heritage Foundation at their Asian Studies Center.

At the risk of presumption, we will go and vote and come back
and get started. I don’t want to be unfair to the panelists. So the
Committee will be in recess pending the vote.

[Recess.]

Mr. LEACH. The Committee will reconvene. I apologize, the oth-
ers will come in quickly. But I thought we should keep going if we
can.

Without objection, all statements will be fully placed in the
record, and so you can proceed as you see fit. This is a very im-
pressing panel of some of the leading experts in the country on this
subject, and I am very appreciative of your willingness to come
here.

Dr. Tellis, we will begin with you.

STATEMENT OF ASHLEY J. TELLIS, PH.D., SENIOR ASSOCIATE,
CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE

Mr. TELLIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be here
with you this morning to testify about United States policy toward
South Asia. My focus today is primarily on India, but I will say
something about Pakistan and I will submit a written statement
for the record.

I agree with Secretary Rocca entirely when she said that the
United States at the moment is at an extraordinary moment of op-
portunity with respect to the region, in that we enjoy very good re-
lations with both India and Pakistan simultaneously, something
that we haven’t seen in the last 20 or 30 years. The two important
countries of the region, India and Pakistan, themselves are in the
midst of very interesting transformations.

After many decades, India appears to be well on the way to be-
coming a global power. Pakistan too has made substantial gains,
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most importantly pulling itself out of the morass of macroeconomic
mismanagement, though the gains it has made thus far with re-
spect to consolidating liberal politics, controlling religious extre-
mism, and eliminating terrorist groups operating from within its
territories, are still fragile.

Given these facts I would argue that the United States should
pursue a two-track policy toward the region, one focused on India
and one focused on Pakistan. With respect to India, we should aim
to complete the transformation of United States-Indian relations as
rapidly as possible in order to permanently entrench India in the
ranks of our friends and allies.

With respect to Pakistan, I think we should aim to assist
Islamabad to achieve a soft landing, a soft landing that reverses
the disturbing political, economic, social, and ideological trends
that characterize Pakistan today, and to help it transform itself
into a moderate state.

I believe the Administration’s initiatives toward the region
broadly comport with these objectives. The decisions made in par-
ticular in March of this year, that the Administration would focus
very concertedly on helping India become a major power even as
it sustains a major assistance program to Pakistan, I believe are
decisions in the right direction.

At the risk of stirring a hornet’s nest, let me also say that as far
as F-16s to Pakistan are concerned, I support the Administration’s
decision, not as an ideal but as a second best choice, and I will be
happy to talk more about that in the Q and A.

Let me say something about India because that was the issue
that I was asked to speak on specifically. I think for the first time
since the end of the Cold War there is amazing and very wonderful
congruence of interests, values and intersocietal ties that bind the
United States and India. During the Cold War we shared a com-
monality of values, but it was not sufficient to bridge the very real
differences in interests. Today I think United States-Indian inter-
ests, United States-Indian values in democracy and the growing re-
lations between our two societies have come together nicely to
make possible for the first time a very strong, transformed relation-
ship with India.

India, too, is changing in dramatic ways that are important to
the United States. Today, again for the first time, across the polit-
ical spectrum in India there is a conviction in the value of the rela-
tionship with the United States. The Indian Government has
begun a very serious process of rapprochement with Pakistan and
an effort to engage Kashmiri discontent within its own territory. It
is looking also in a very concerted way to the East, engaging China
even as it attempts to contain its own growing power.

Because of its energy requirements, India is looking way beyond
the subcontinent, looking at Central Asia, the Persian Gulf, South-
east Asia, and in fact sallying as far as Africa and Latin America.
India has also begun a new cycle of military modernization, but un-
like the past when the military was tied to very autarkic and exclu-
sionary attitudes, India today is now focused on using military
forces as part of combined operations both with regional countries
and with the United States. Given these favorable trends both in
Indian foreign policy and in India’s large geopolitical trajectory, I
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think the notion of working with India to develop a new relation-
ship of what I call strategic coordination—where India becomes an
ally of the United States in all but name—is an objective that the
Administration and we, as a country, ought to aspire to.

Secretary Rocca spoke this morning about the various initiatives
that are underway in this regard. I just want to say for the record
that I endorse those entirely. But I want to flag one important set
of challenges in the months ahead: That is the Indian demand for
more liberal access to a variety of high technologies in the area of
civilian nuclear energy, civilian space cooperation, advanced indus-
trial equipment and military capabilities, which will tax our inge-
nuity because we have in effect spent the last 50 years putting in
place a variety of regimes that were designed to deny India these
capabilities in the past. Trying to find a way to square the circle
is going to demand of us a great deal of creativity and political will.

In anticipation of the Prime Minister’s visit to Washington in
July, let me just flag three things that we could do in the near
term as a way of jump-starting the process.

First, India has asked for a long time to be part of international
research programs relating to the peaceful development of nuclear
energy. There are three specific programs: The Generation IV,
ITER, and Radkowsky Thorium Fuel Project. There is no reason
why the United States should not permit India to join these pro-
grams.

Second, the United States can, as a matter of principle, declare
that it will permit India to purchase the requisite nuclear fuel it
requires for the Tarapur 1 and 2 nuclear reactors which were built
by us for India 30 or 40 years ago.

And third, I would urge the Administration to inform the Gov-
ernment of India that we will not put impediments in the Indian
effort to complete the Indian-Pakistani-Iranian gas pipeline so long
as India is willing to commit that it will suspend the pipeline if,
at some point, the international community were to look for other
ways of penalizing Iran for pursuing its nuclear weapons program.

Let me just say in conclusion that we stand at a moment of op-
portunity, but the hard tasks with respect to reforming the inter-
national nonproliferation order to accommodate Indian interests
still lie before us. This is a task that the Administration cannot un-
dertake on its own. It will require cooperation from the leadership
of the Legislative Branch on both sides of the aisle, and I hope that
in the months ahead we can put our minds together to create the
requisite incentives to New Delhi to align its growing power with
American national purposes.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tellis follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ASHLEY J. TELLIS, PH.D., SENIOR ASSOCIATE, CARNEGIE
ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE

Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Committee. Thank you for this
opportunity to testify about U.S. policy toward South Asia. As requested by the
Chairman in his letter of invitation, I will focus my remarks primarily on U.S. rela-
tions with India and Pakistan. I respectfully request that my statement be entered
into the record.

The United States today stands at an extraordinary moment of opportunity in re-
gards to South Asia. For the first time in many decades, we enjoy good relations
with India and Pakistan simultaneously. These two countries are themselves in the
midst of remarkable transformations. After many decades of faltering, India now ap-
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pears to be well along the way to becoming a major global power, having added to
its original achievement of liberal democracy the new magic ingredient of liberal ec-
onomics. Pakistan too appears to have pulled itself out—at least for the moment—
from the morass of macro-economic mismanagement, though the gains it has made
with respect to consolidating liberal politics, controlling religious extremism, and
eliminating terrorist groups operating from within its territories, are still fragile.
When viewed comparatively, therefore, the principal trends in the two most impor-
tant states in South Asia are in the right direction, though there are clear dif-
ferences in the intensity and the durability of their trajectories: the general con-
sensus in the scholarly and intelligence communities is that India is likely at some
point or another in the coming decades to obtain the great-power capabilities that
eluded it throughout the Cold War; in contrast, there is still considerable uncer-
tainty about whether Pakistan has decisively mastered the multiple political, eco-
nomic, and ideological challenges that confront it as a state and there is a substan-
tial body of opinion which holds that the Musharraf regime’s recent successes are
by no means either permanent or assured.

Given these judgments, I believe the United States should pursue the following
grand strategic objectives towards India and Pakistan.

¢ Vis-a-vis India, the United States should aim to rapidly complete the trans-
formation in U.S.-Indian relations that has been underway since the final
years of the Clinton Administration, and which received dramatic substantive
impetus in the first term of President George W. Bush, in order to perma-
nently entrench India in the ranks of America’s friends and allies. With the
changes that have occurred both globally and in India since the end of the
Cold War, a close bilateral relationship that is based on the strong congru-
ence of interests, values, and inter-societal ties, is in fact possible for the first
time in the history of the two countries.

¢ Vis-a-vis Pakistan, the United States should aim to assist Islamabad to
achieve a “soft landing” that reverses the still disturbing political, economic,
social, and ideological trends and enable Pakistan to transform itself into a
successful and moderate state. Because of the immensity of the problems fac-
ing that country, and because these difficulties are often viciously reinforcing,
the Administration ought not to expect that Pakistan will be able to overcome
all obstacles entirely by the end of President Bush’s current term. Con-
sequently, U.S. objectives would be satisfied if Pakistan makes sufficient
progress so that the trend lines with respect to good governance, stable
macro-economic management, investments in human capital, foreign and
(sltratglgic policy behaviors, and ideological orientation, are both positive and

urable.

It is my judgment that the Administration’s initiatives towards both countries
since the President’s first term in office have been broadly consistent with these
grand strategic objectives. The announcements made earlier in March this year, as-
serting the Administration’s desire “to help India become a major world power in
the twenty-first century” even as it conveyed its intention to proceed with the sale
of F-16 fighter aircraft to Pakistan, represent in my opinion a further—and desir-
able—evolution of U.S. policy towards South Asia. Let me clarify my position on the
latter issue. I have previously, and in writing, argued that Washington ought to
focus the thrust of its assistance towards assisting Pakistani society rather than
simply strengthening the Pakistani state, especially one that at its highest levels
of executive power is not yet representative, freely elected, or reflects popular choice.
The rationale for this position is straightforward: the most dangerous problems in
Pakistan today, and those that will directly affect the security of the United States
for a long time to come, originate and are manifested in corrosive trends in Paki-
stani society, such as the failures in public and religious education, the prevalence
of extremist Islamist ideologies, and the increasing poverty and failing social indica-
tors, that make for a radicalized politics which threatens both Pakistan and the out-
side world.

The Administration has attempted to respond to this challenge by allotting fully
half of its substantial aid package to economic and social assistance, though we
must be careful to ensure that this assistance is appropriately targeted. Assisting
Pakistani society, however, requires providing some measure of support to the Paki-
stani state: first, as a form of gratitude for the assistance Islamabad has extended
the United States in the global war of terrorism, sometimes at the cost of great re-
sistance especially in the frontier and tribal areas of Pakistan; and, second, as an
inducement to General Pervez Musharraf to continue to prosecute more effectively
the military operations against terrorism, as a form of tangible support for his con-
victions about “enlightened moderation,” and, as a reward for his efforts at normal-
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izing relations with both Afghanistan and India. It is in this context that the Ad-
ministration’s decision to offer Pakistan F-16s, despite not being directly relevant
to combat operations against terrorism, is defensible not as an ideal but, in the
phrase favored by economists, as a “second-best equilibrium” in U.S.-Pakistan rela-
tions. I believe the Administration itself appreciates this, which is the only reason
why the President embarked upon this course of action many years after the request
was first—and repeatedly—made by Islamabad.

Although, in a perfect world, the United States would arm Pakistan only to the
extent required by the necessities of anti-terrorism operations, in the real universe
of international politics, Islamabad’s cooperation in anti-terrorism operations would
simply be less than enthusiastic if the United States were seen to be unresponsive
to Pakistan’s conception of its defense requirements. Given this consideration, the
sale of F—16s to Pakistan is appropriate because it emphasizes that Islamabad’s co-
operation with the United States in multiple issue areas pays off and, further, it
conveys that Washington would be willing to address Islamabad’s security needs so
long as Pakistan continues to behave responsibly. Many of the dilemmas arising
from this intended sale would be attenuated if General Musharraf were to:

¢ Demonstrate the same willingness to apprehend the Taliban leadership and
cadres (who are currently engaged in hostile operations against American
forces and the Karzai regime) that he has displayed in the combined U.S.-
Pakistan interdiction of Al Qaeda remnants.

¢ Demonstrate a serious commitment to the peace process with India by actu-
ally shutting down the infrastructure of terrorism in Pakistan and by termi-
nating infiltration of terrorist groups supported and sustained by Pakistan’s
intelligence services across the Line of Control in Kashmir (an activity that
has still not ceased, and may have even increased recently, despite
Musharraf’s repeated public and private commitments to Washington and
New Delhi).

¢ Demonstrate full transparency with the United States about the activities of
A. Q. Khan’s proliferation network as well as a willingness to prosecute
Khan’s cohort in Pakistan who were also complicit in his illicit trades.

¢ Demonstrate an undertaking to restore democracy in Pakistan—consistent
with the President’s vision of a democratic renaissance worldwide—by com-
mitting to retire from his position as Chief of Army Staff by the time of the
2007 election, running (if he wishes to) for presidential office as a civilian,
and permitting the exercise of free and fair elections that involve participa-
tion by all (especially established) parties in Pakistan.

As an adjunct to the Administration’s proposed military assistance package, and
in order to minimize the regional complications that could arise as a result, I think
it is important that senior Administration officials, such as Secretary Rice, engage
General Musharraf in a frank private conversation on these issues.

While the orientation of U.S.-Pakistan relations for the foreseeable future is thus
likely to be focused on avoiding the summum malum, the opportunities offered by
the transforming U.S.-Indian relationship provide hope for reaching the summum
bonum in a way that eluded both sides during the Cold War. During that period,
U.S.-India relations were based only on values deriving from a common democratic
heritage; as the historical record shows, values sufficed to prevent both countries
from becoming real antagonists, but they could not prevent the political estrange-
ment that arose from divergence in critical interests. With the passing of the bipolar
international order and with India’s own shift towards market economics at home,
the traditional commonality of values is now complemented by an increasingly ro-
bust set of inter-societal ties based on growing U.S.-Indian economic and trade link-
ages, the new presence of Americans of Indian origin in U.S. political life, and the
vibrant exchange of ideas and culture through movies, literature, food, and travel.

These links are only reinforced by the new and dramatic convergence of national
interests between the United States and India in a manner never witnessed during
the last fifty-odd years. Today and for the foreseeable future, both Washington and
New Delhi will be bound by a common interest in:

¢ Preventing Asia from being dominated by any single power that has the ca-
pacity to crowd out others and which may use aggressive assertion of national
self-interests to undermine cooperative behaviors among other states;

¢ Eliminating the threats posed by state sponsors of terrorism who may seek
to use that instrumentality to attain various political objectives, and more
generally by terrorism and religious extremism to free societies;
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¢ Arresting the further spread of weapons of mass destruction to other coun-
tries and sub-national entities including by sub-state actors operating inde-
pendently or in collusion with states;

¢ Promoting the spread of democracy not only as an end in itself but also, and
perhaps more importantly, as a strategic means of preventing illiberal polities
from exporting their internal struggles over power abroad; and

* Advancing the diffusion of economic development with the intent of spreading
peace through prosperity through the liberalized trade in goods, services, and
technology worldwide.

Given these realities, the President’s decision to accelerate the transformation in
U.S.-Indian relations (through multiple avenues now being contemplated by the Ad-
ministration) represents an investment not only in bettering relations with a new
rising power but also, and more fundamentally, in the long-term security and rel-
ative power position of the United States.

The record thus far amply substantiates the claim that India will be one of Asia’s
two major ascending powers in the first half of this century. The Indian economy
has been growing consistently at about 5.5% since 1980 and at about 6.5% since
1991. This growth has been driven entirely by internal resource mobilization, pro-
ductivity gains, and domestic market liberalization—unlike China which has relied
more than India has on foreign direct investment and its connectivity with the glob-
al economy for superior growth rates. With the new Indian decision to seek a larger
quantum of foreign direct investment as a supplement to its continuing internal eco-
nomic reforms, it is expected that the Indian economy could grow at a rate of 7—
8% for the next two decades. If these expectations are borne out, there is little doubt
that the India will overtake current giants such as Japan, Germany, the United
Kingdom, and France by exchange rate measures at some point during the next
twenty-five to fifty years.

As if anticipating this prospect, India’s foreign policy profile has already changed
dramatically. In contrast to the inward looking policies New Delhi followed since the
early 1970s, India now seeks to engage the world in different ways and for different
reasons:

¢ New Delhi is committed to the ongoing transformation in US-Indian relations
because of its recognition that America’s primacy in the international system
provides specific political and economic benefits to India.

¢ A new “Look East” Indian policy has emerged for political and economic jus-
tifications connected with both engaging and containing China’s growing
power and influence in East and Southeast Asia.

¢ India’s huge energy requirements are driving an expanded presence in Cen-
tral Asia, the Persian Gulf, and Southeast Asia, even going as far as Africa
and Latin America.

¢ India has embarked on major military modernization programs, but unlike
the past when autarkic and exclusionary attitudes defined its conception of
military power, New Delhi is now comfortable with using its military forces
for combined operations with both regional countries and especially with the
United States.

All told, then, India’s emergence as a great power that dominates the South Asian
and Indian Ocean regions, is now only a matter of time. A strong U.S.-Indian rela-
tionship, characterized by robust bilateral cooperation in regards to preserving re-
gional and global order, is emphatically in the interest of both India and the United
States. Given India’s large size, proud history, and great ambitions, however, it
would be unrealistic to expect that New Delhi would become a formal alliance part-
ner of Washington, even if the current improvement in U.S.-Indian relations were
successfully consummated. Rather, India will likely march to the beat of its own
drummer, at least most of the time. I believe that a strong and independent India
nevertheless represents a strategic asset to the United States, even when it remains
only a partner and not a formal ally. I think that the administration has reached
a similar conclusion—correctly in my judgment—in its March 25, 2005 statement
about assisting the rise of Indian power. This appraisal is rooted in the assessment
that there are no intrinsic conflicts of interest between India and the United States
and, consequently, transformed ties that enhance the prospect for consistent—even
if only tacit—“strategic coordination” between Washington and New Delhi serve
American interests just as well as any recognized alliance.

The challenge facing the Administration in this context is to craft a set of policies
that satisfy India’s desire for more liberal access to a variety of high-technologies
in the areas of civilian nuclear energy, civilian space cooperation, advanced indus-
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trial equipment, and military capability—technologies that hold the promise of help-
ing New Delhi attain the even higher levels of economic growth necessary for rapid
development and realizing its dream of securing great power capabilities—without
undermining the various international nonproliferation regimes that Washington
has tirelessly put in place during the past several decades. Consistent with the Ad-
ministration’s own intention to assist the growth of Indian power, the executive
branch has pursued three new initiatives since the beginning of this year, in addi-
tion to various other ongoing activities in bilateral diplomatic collaboration, mili-
tary-to-military relations, counterterrorism cooperation, joint science and technology
projects, and public diplomacy. First, it has compressed the implementation sched-
ule relating to the Next Steps in Strategic Partnership agreement reached in Janu-
ary 2004. Second, it has permitted Lockheed Martin and Boeing to offer F-16s and
F-18s, respectively, as candidates for the Indian Air Force’s multi-role fighter pro-
gram, while also stating on the record that it will support Indian requests for other
transformative systems in areas such as command and control, early warning, and
missile defense. Third, it expressed willingness to discuss a range of difficult and
highly contentious issues through three separate, high-level, dialogues that are cur-
rently underway with New Delhi.

The strategic dialogue focuses on global security issues, including India’s quest for
permanent UN Security Council membership, future defense cooperation, high-tech-
nology trade, and space-related collaboration as well as regional issues pertaining
to security in and around South Asia. The energy dialogue addresses energy secu-
rity issues broadly understood, including the proposed Indo-Pakistani-Iranian gas
pipeline, nuclear safety cooperation, and, most important of all, ways of integrating
India into the global nuclear regime so as to address New Delhi’s desire for renewed
access to safeguarded nuclear fuel and advanced nuclear reactors. The economic dia-
logue, which involves both high-level political and private sector participation, is
aimed at increasing U.S.-Indian trade and creating new constituencies in the United
States having a stake in India’s growing power and prosperity.

I welcome and endorse these initiatives entirely but caution that—as things stand
currently—these endeavors represent innovations at the level of process rather than
at the level of outcomes. Their success will ultimately be judged not by the number
of meetings held or the bonhomie generated, but whether they produce concrete pol-
icy changes that engender fresh material gains for both sides, especially with re-
spect to integrating India into the global nonproliferation order without compro-
mising its national security. Since the agenda associated with this issue in par-
ticular and the three dialogues in general is long and involved, and will at any rate
take some time to consummate to the satisfaction of both sides, I would urge the
Administration to pursue at least the following initiatives to be announced during
the Indian Prime Minister’s visit to Washington on July 18, 2005, as a means of
sustaining the momentum of the on-going transformation in U.S.-Indian relations:

* Invite India to participate in the Generation IV, ITER, and Radkowsky Tho-
rium Fuel (RTF) international research programs pertaining to the develop-
ment of safe, proliferation-resistant, advanced nuclear reactor technologies.

¢ Declare that, pending a permanent solution to the problem, the United States
would permit India to purchase the requisite quantities of safeguarded low-
enriched uranium required for its next fuelling of the Tarapur 1 and 2 nu-
clear reactors.

¢ Inform the Government of India that the United States would not impede the
construction of the Indian-Pakistani-Iranian gas pipeline so long as New
Delhi cooperates by all means necessary—including by terminating or sus-
pending work on the pipeline—if the international community were to con-
sider penalizing Iran at some future point in time for persisting with its ura-
nium enrichment program.

As a complement to these initiatives, the Administration should focus on securing
Indian cooperation in the following ways in the near-term:
¢ Gaining India’s commitment to participate in the Proliferation Security Initia-
tive (as part of the Core Group if need be, if this distinction is to be main-
tained).

¢ Procuring political and financial support for President Bush’s idea of a “de-
mocracy fund” to be lodged within the United Nations as well as for other
U.S. democracy initiatives.

¢ Obtaining an Indian pledge to support U.S. stabilization efforts in Iraq
through non-military contributions including but not restricted to police train-
ing, development of civil services and administrative institutions, public
works programs, and training NGOs.
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The kinds of initiatives that can be pursued by both the United States and India
during the current window of opportunity are limited mainly by our collective imagi-
nation. The ideas I have enumerated above are only meant to be illustrative, but
they nonetheless represent issues that are of high priority to either side, can be im-
plemented relatively quickly, and presage more consequential policy changes that
could materialize as U.S.-Indian relations continue to deepen further. Despite all
the controversies swirling around other foreign policies of the Bush Administration,
it is worth remembering that as far as India is concerned the President has got it
absolutely right—indeed got it absolutely right even before he took office in January
2001:

Often overlooked in our strategic calculations is that great land that rests at the
south of Eurasia. This coming century will see democratic India’s arrival as a force
in the world. A vast population, before long the world’s most populous nation. A
changing economy, in which 3 of its 5 wealthiest citizens are software entre-
preneurs. India is now debating its future and its strategic path, and the United
States must pay it more attention. We should establish more trade and investment
with India as it opens to the world. And we should work with the Indian govern-
ment, ensuring it is a force for stability and security in Asia.l

There is no better demonstration of this judgment than the transformation of
U.S.-Indian ties insofar as they relate to bilateral cooperation regarding other coun-
tries in South Asia. Whereas barely a decade ago, India sought consistently to iso-
late the South Asian region from all foreign influences, today Washington and New
Delhi are collaborators with respect to managing the various kinds of state failure
now found along India’s periphery. Although the bilateral partnership has been ef-
fective in varying degrees on this question, the fact that both sides see their inter-
ests within South Asia as complementary rather than antagonistic represents an
important breakthrough. The challenge for both countries now is to extend the most
successful examples of bilateral cooperation here—on Nepal, Afghanistan, and Sri
Lanka—to other regional and functional areas lying further afield.

If the United States is to get to the point, however, where strong U.S.-Indian co-
operation becomes the norm rather than the exception, the leadership in both the
executive and legislative branches of government will have to do their part by exer-
cising focused attention on effectuating the policy changes prospectively required to
provide India with more liberal access to civilian nuclear, space, dual-use, and other
controlled technologies as an incentive for New Delhi to continue to align its own
growing power with American national purposes.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your attention and consideration.

Mr. LEACH. Thank you Dr. Tellis. Dr. Cohen.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN P. COHEN, PH.D., SENIOR FELLOW,
FOREIGN POLICY STUDIES, THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION

Mr. CoHEN. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for this opportunity to
share my expertise with the Subcommittee. South Asia is critically
important to the United States and will continue to be so in the
future. I submitted my longer statement for the record. I will read
extracts from it and make a few additional remarks.

I am in substantial agreement with the Administration’s newly
proclaimed policy on South Asia. I believe that if fully refined and
properly implemented it will advance American interests. The pol-
icy as announced does two important things.

First, it attempts a coherent South Asia policy or at least a policy
that tries to comprehensively address Afghanistan, Pakistan and
India. It does not pretend that India is part of the Pacific nor that
Pakistan is a Middle East country. While our India policy has been
formally de-hyphenated from Pakistan policy, I am concerned that
this Administration may not pay enough attention to the prospect
of another India-Pakistan war. It seems to hope that the present
India-Pakistan dialogue will flourish, leading to some kind of

1Governor George W. Bush, “A Distinctly American Internationalism,” Ronald Reagan Presi-
dential Library, Simi Valley, California, November 19, 1999.
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agreement on Kashmir and other outstanding disputes. I am not
that optimistic and, in any case, hope is not a policy.

Second, the Administration has, I believe, properly identified the
real Pakistani problem. The problem is not only gaining compliance
with our efforts to round up Islam extremists, although there may
be questions about where they have gone the last mile. The same
is true of Pakistan’s cooperation in revealing its clandestine sup-
port for the Iranian, Libyan, North Korean and other missile and
nuclear programs.

Mr. Chairman, the main problem is Pakistan itself, and, its fal-
tering political system, its dysfunctional social order, its dangerous
sectarianism and its grossly distorted political system. Pakistan
has, over the years, failed in each of these and other dimensions,
yet it seems to be surviving. Pakistan may be one of the few states
which can be said to have achieved sustainable failure, but I am
not very comfortable with the vision of a nuclear-armed Pakistan
driving at 80 miles per hour along the edge of a disaster.

My guess is that this is how the Administration now sees Paki-
stan. Certainly it seems to have learned some of the lessons from
the 9/11 Commission Report. Whatever the report’s gaps may be,
it correctly diagnosed Pakistan’s long-term prospects and the risks
to America should that country go down the path of chaos and ex-
tremism. Pakistan is part of the problem, but it is also part of the
solution. If that were to happen, relations with India would cer-
tainly deteriorate. Pakistan might again meddle in Afghanistan
and who knows whether it will become the world’s number one ex-
porter of nuclear weapons technology or worse.

Now to the specifics of recent policy. It makes sense to restore
the sale of advanced aircraft to Pakistan and even more sense to
continue to expand our military training programs as long as this
is not linked only to its cooperation in rounding up Taliban and al-
Qaeda leaders. Our sales and our aid must be directly linked to the
Pakistan Government fulfilling its commitment to goals it has al-
ready declared to be important. These include ending sectarian vio-
lence in Pakistan, which was General Musharraf’s top declared
goal since the 1999 coup; genuine reform of the educational system,
which is not really happening; rebuilding political parties and
democratic organization, which I don’t see happening very quickly
at all; continuing economic reform, which has happened at one
level but has not trickled down; and moving toward rapprochement
with India—here Musharraf can be credited with significant accom-
plishments.

Of course, economic and technical aid is presumed to influence
Pakistan’s policies in many of these areas, but the most powerful
political party in Pakistan is the military, specifically the army,
and military sales and training is an important way of dem-
onstrating that we are interested in Pakistan’s survival and secu-
rity. We should use this rare opportunity to leverage the Pakistani
elite, especially the military, to take steps that will give meaning
to what President Musharraf calls enlightened moderation. Right
now?this term is a slogan, an advertising gimmick. What is its con-
tent?

Mr. Chairman, as I argued in my recent book, The Idea of Paki-
stan, Pakistan’s performance raises doubts in many areas. There
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must be explicit linkage between the quantity and quality of our
military sales to Pakistan to Pakistan’s performance along a num-
ber of critical dimensions. I do not think Congress can get into the
fine details, but it should ensure that a limited military relation-
ship with Pakistan will not only be durable—that is, it will survive
the end of the war on terrorism—but will be tightly linked to good
performance along a number of parameters.

Since such reforms have not only been frequently promulgated by
the Pakistani leadership, and are in Pakistan’s own interest, we
should hold Pakistan to a high standard. Pakistan must not be
compared with Syria or Saudi Arabia but with other Asian democ-
racies.

I could go down the list but in the realm of domestic politics,
Pakistan needs to begin the process of reform right now so that,
as Secretary Rice has suggested, there will be free elections in 2007
in Pakistan. Doing this will require the return of the exiled leaders
of both of Pakistan’s leading parties, the end to the army’s com-
prehensive interference in domestic politics, and President
Musharraf shedding his uniform, as he has pledged to do, well be-
fore the election.

Mr. Chairman, let me also address two arguments against the
proposed sale to Pakistan. One is that we are fueling an arms race
in South Asia. The other is that Pakistanis will take our support
and continue to confront India, meddle in Afghanistan, and not
carry out the kinds of reform that they have promised. The arms
race argument is important, but less so after the region went nu-
clear.

India and Pakistan had four major crises in the last 16 years,
but the last 2, after they became nuclear weapon states, indicate
that they are learning from their own experience. Both sides under-
stand that a conventional war could rapidly deteriorate to a nu-
clear exchange. My judgment is that the F-16s, for example, do not
change the situation. Neither India nor Pakistan could be assured
that they could wipe out the nuclear forces on the other side. Ideal-
ly, both India and Pakistan will slow down their military spend-
ing—not engage in an arms race and have an “arms crawl,” and
reach political agreement disregard differences.

However, we do not live in an ideal world. The best we can do
is set a good 